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INTRODUCTION. 


The book here offered to the reader is an exact 

reprint of the Apologia Pro Vita Sita of John Henry 

Newman as it first appeared in 1864. The 

circumstances which led up to the composition 

of the Apologia may easily be gathered from the 

* 

two antecedent pamphlets which are to be found at 
the end of our second volume. The familiar story 
may, however, be told here once again. At the 
beginning of the year 1864, Newman, then in the 
sixty-third year of his age, received through the post a 
copy of*the January number of Macmillan's Magazine 
containing a review of some of the volumes of 
Frou^e’s History of England signed by the initials 
“ C. K.” In this article some unknown hand had 
marked the following passage so as to draw New¬ 
man’s attention tq it:— 

“Troth for itl own sake had never been a virtue « 
with the Roman clergy. Father Newman informs us j 



» 
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that it need not be, and on the whole ought not to 
be ; that cunning is the weapon which Heaven has 
given to the saints wherewitji to withstand the brute 
male force of the wicked world which marries and is 
given in marriage. Whether his notion be doctrinally 
correct or not, it is, at least, historically so.” 

Newman wrote to the publishers pointing out 
that a magazine bearing their honoured name con¬ 
tained, as he expressed it, “ this grave and gratuitous 
slander.” They forwarded bis lettei to Charles 
Kingsley, the author of the review, and there ensued 
between Newman and Kingsley the correspondence 

which Newman then published, and which forms the 

* 

first of our two preliminary pamphlets. Newman’s 
/ pamphlet drew from Kingsley another in reply with 
\ the title: “What, then, does Dr. Newman fnean ? ” 
which we also reprint. To this lengthy and vehement 
accusation the Apologia was the answer. 

It was written in great haste, and was issued, in 
the first instance, in seven weekly parts on^-succes- 
sive Thursdays between April 21st and June,2nd, 
1864. t An Appendix followed, oil June rcith, in 
which tho author dealt in succession with thirty- 
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nine specific allegations which he collected from 
Kingsley’s accusing pamphlet. 

In the second and qjl subsequent editions of the 
Apologia Newman omitted, as far as possible, every 
reference to the controversy which had in the first 
instance occasioned it, and which it brought to a 
close. He did this, as he says, from a feeling that 
the • controversy possessed a merely “ ephemeral 
interest.” He thought that posterity would concern 
itself only with his history of his religious opinions, 
and not with the circumstances which had caused 
the history to be written. He omitted in this way 
some hundred pages of the original seven parts, and 
for the Appendix he substituted a series of Notes. 
It was not possible for him, however, he tells us, 
to change the character of his book or to efface the 

t I 

indications given by its structure of the controversy 
to which it owed its birth. Its very title suggested 
its Origin, for a defence implies an assailant. He 
accordingly inserted, as an addition to the Preface 
of 1865, as much of the # omitted chapters as he 
felt to be neceslary for the understanding of what 
followed. Th^ writer of the pamphlet, “\Vl\at, then, 
does Dr. Newman n^ean ? ” was now described only 
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as the accuser, and was not mentioned by name. 
Such is the form in which this famous book appears 
in all editions subsequent to |he first. 

The history of the book may thus perhaps recall 
that of a yet more memorable expression of the 
religious genius, The Thoughts of Pascal. Here also 
the original form of what ultimately became a book 
was effaced for what appeared worthy reasons* not, 
it is true, by the writer himself, but by the friends 
who became possessed of his papers, and who wished 
to protect his memorj\ It was only after many 
years that the Thoughts as Pascal had actually left 
them were given to the world. 

In the case of the Apologia , the circumstances of 
its composition would now seem to be in the worst 
possible situation. They are neither known nor 

i * 

forgotten. Many still vaguely remember t6 have 
heard of a duel between Kingsley and Newman, and 

V 

sometimes we hear one of the two disputants* and 
sometimes the other spoken of as the victor. Suph 
vague knowledge is surely a greater dishonour*to the 
memories of these distinguished m*en than complete 
ignoranpe. On the other hand, thetfirst editfon of 
the Apologia is readily procurable, and is only put 
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beyond the reach of ordinary readers by the trouble 
and cost involved in searching for a copy. No one 
who compares the earlier with the later form of 
the book can fail to see the great superiority of the 
first edition, and to feel the passion which throbs 
especially in the portions subsequently omitted. The 
entire book is here again offered the reader for the 
first fime since 1864. The two pamphlets which 
preceded and occasioned it arc also reprinted. The 
reader has thus all the materials at his disposal to 
enable him to form a judgment upon this famous 
controversy, and upon the immortal book which it 
called into being. He will notice that two distinct 
questions are raised. First he is called upon to 
determine whether the particular accusation made 
in the magazine has been substantiated,—whether 
Newmah had ever said or implied that truth for its 

own sake was not, and need not be, a virtue with 

_ « 

the Roman clergy. If the reader decides that this 
charge was unwarrantable, he may then inquire 
whethe* any proper retractation or apology was 
offered by Kingsley. It will be seen, however, that, 
beyond» this naflrow issue, a much wider on$ rises 
into view. We are jnvited to consider whether 

« 

Q 
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Newman’s attitude towards religion was not a pre¬ 
judgment of its fundamental problems, and thus 

incompatible with a love of truth for its own 

* • 

sake. There might of course be such an in¬ 
compatibility, and yet Newman himself be quite 
unaware of it. 

Regarding the narrow question actually at issue 
between the two disputants, there is hardly* room 
for difference of opinion. It is clear that Kingsley 
made, in the Magazine, a definite and serious charge 
which he neither substantiated nor withdrew. In 
support of his accusation he appealed, as will be 
seen, to a sermon entitled “Wisdom and Innocence,” 
which Newman had preached two years before his 
secession, and which may be found in his volume, 

Sermons on Subjects of the Day. Thus even if the 

• . * 

sermon could have borne the interpretation which 
Kingsley put upon it, it would still have remained 
an Anglican sermon, one for which the Roman 
Church had no sort of responsibility. It must, 
however, be clear to # every careful reader that 
Kingsley’s interpretation is altogether unwarrant¬ 
able. # Either lie had read the seimon hastily and 
put it injpatiently away, or t^he texture of his mind 
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put the meaning beyond his reach. In any case, 
the craft and duplicity which he thought to be 
recommended in the sermon are in reality expressly 
forbidden. What Newman wished to convey was 
that Christians in ages of persecution appeared to be 
crafty and designing, when in reality they were only 
abstaining from open attacks upon their enemies 
and seeking safety in silence and submission. The • 
sermon is, perhaps more than is usual with Newman, 
open to misconstruction, and indeed only fully in- 

to 

telligible when viewed in the light of the author’s 
peculiar situation at the moment. 1 Certainly Kings¬ 
ley misjudged it ^hen he took it to mean that 

1 The strmon was preached on February 19, 1S43. It was thus 
apparently one of the last five or six of his Anglican sermons (see list 
at the end of Somovs on SubjctIs of itk Day). Tie was greatly 
harassed at the time by charges of duplicity and secret disloyalty to the 
Church of which he was still a memlxyr. He sought a parallel to his 
own situation in the misrepresentations to which the early disciples of 
Christ were exposed, and which their Master had forbidden then) 
actively \o repel. They appeared to be stealthy and deceitful when 
they were only obeyingfthe precept which forbade them to resist evil. 
The text of the sermon was Matt,, x. 16: ** Behold I send you forth 
as sheep in the midst of wolves; be ye therefore wise as serpents and 
harmless as doves.” * ;* 
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Newman, and those who thought with him, did not 
regard truth as a virtue. 

It will be equally plain, to the reader that the 
charge hastily made in the review was not with¬ 
drawn either in the letter of apology first submitted 
to Newman or in the one that ultimately appeared 
in the Magazine. What both letters suggest is that 
Newman had disavowed the meaning which Kiftgsley 
put upon certain specified passages in his writings. 
The possibility was still left that Kingsley's inter¬ 
pretation might be the true one, or at least that it 
was a very natural one. In truth, however, Kingsley 
had produced no passages whatever, and had never 

attempted to show that Newman had ever said that 

< 

truth need not be a virtue with the Catholic clergy. 
We cannot wonder therefore that the final apology 

# 9 

was not allowed to end the dispute. r 

The second pamphlet, “ What, then, does Dr. 
Newman mean ? ” raises a much wider question, 
and one which is much less susceptible of a direct 
answer. The pamphlet is, we must confess, most 
unskilfully written. It abounds’in faults of, per¬ 
ception, of reasoning, and of taste,•which Newman, 
as will be^seen, in his Appendix mercilessly exposes. 
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If, however, we endeavour to reach, not what 
Kingsley did say, but what he wished to say, we 
may perhaps Jae able to *do him greater justice than 
he has generally met with from those who have dealt 
with this controversy. 1 

Disengaged, then, from the many fallacious and 
confused charges and insinuations in which the 
pamphlet abounds, its most important contention 

f * 

seems to lie in the proposition that Newman had 
made himself incapable of distinguishing between 
historical truth and falsehood. 

It evidently seemed to Kingsley impossible that 
Newman, being what he was, could really credit 
sorne of the stories and legends which he had either 
himself put forward as worthy of credence, or allowed, 
without protest, to be put forth by his friends. The 
conclusion consequently appeared irresistible that 

1 Cf.^Ytoude, Short Studies on G^cat Subjects (vol. iv. p. 270, 
Cabinet Ed.)-' “Charles Kingsley is gone from us. English readers 
knoy now what he was, and fiom me or from any one he needs no 

further panegyric. In that one instance (the controversy with 

* 

Newman) he conducted his case unskilfully. He was wrong in his 

estimate of the character of his antagonist, whose integrity was as 

* 3 

unblemished as his own. But the last word has still to be sflbken on 
the essential question which was at issue between them." $> 


t 
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Newman had either lost the sense of truth or vyas 
professing to credit what he really knew to be un¬ 
worthy of credence. « 

Thus a large part of the pamphlet is taken up 
with Newman’s attitude to ecclesiastical miracles. 
It is these pages, and the reply which Newman gave 
to them, which appear to the present writer to form 
the decisive movement in the whole battle. Neuman, 
it will be seen, tells us that he approached an 
ecclesiastical miracle, not in the spirit of the critical 
historian, but with the hope that it might prove to 
be true. The question in his mind was: Why may 
not this alleged occurrence really have happened, as 
it is related ? 

§ 

Now here we can perceive one reason why it 

should not have so happened of which he would 

* * 

appear to have taken little or no account: this is 
the likelihood that such stories should gain currency 
even when they are destitute of historical foundation. 
We can point to various causes which might create, 
and in actual fact have ^tgain and again created them 
out of nothing. Such are the veneration with which 
remarkable persons continue to b<P regarded after 
their dea^h, the belief in th$ir continued presence 
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and power amidst the scenes where they once lived, 
and the interest a particular Church would have in 
encouraging any belief that would tend to its pros¬ 
perity or its aggrandizement. These are causes 
likely to transform natural occurrences into miracles, 
and to gain credence for miracles which never took 
place. We approach reports of miracles such as 
are contained in the Lives of the English Saints with, 
this antecedent knowledge in our minds. Thus the 
question is not with us as Newman puts it: “Why 

to 

may not these things be ? ” It is rather: “ Are they 
more likely to have occurred than to have been 
called into being by one or other of the many causes 
which, as we know, create miracles out of nothing ? ” 
This being our attitude, we scrutinize closely the 
evidence % for each alleged miracl^. And it is very 
rarely, as Kingsley urges, that the evidence will bear 

a rigorous examination. Sometimes there is a gap 

# * 

of many years between the alleged miracle and the 
testimony of the first undoubted witness. Some¬ 
times tfte occurrence is explicable without the 
supposition of any supernatural intervention, and 
very oft£n the legend can be seen growing in marvel¬ 
lousness as the actual- fact recedes. TlJus even 
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without denying the possibility of ecclesiastical 
“miracles,” or drawing a rigid line between the 
apostolic age and the ages f which followed, we might 
still not be able to find one single ecclesiastical 
miracle which would seem to us to be established by 
indisputable evidence. To Newman, however, the 
question was “ How many of these miracles can I 
accept ? ” not “ How many of them am I obliged by 
the principles of evidence to reject, or at least to 
pass by?” His endeavours to justify his attitude 
towards these real or supposed occurrences must 
appear to a reader of to-day singularly unconvincing. 
He quotes (Appendix, p. 175) the opinion of Sir 
David Brewester in favour of there being “ More 
worlds than ours,” and he suggests that as regards 

the existence of such worlds our situation is identical 

* * 

with that in which we are placed by legetidary or 
miraculous occurrences not adequately authenticated. 
In both cases we are contemplating something*which 
may be but of which there is no conclusive evidence. 
And he asks why his opponent should blame him for 
believing in the reality of ecclesiastical miracles.w^hen 
he would not blame Sir David Brewfester for believing 
in the plwrality of worlds. But there is no antecedent 
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improbability against a plurality of worlds. The prob¬ 
ability is, indeed, in favour of their existence. For 
it is most unlikely that gur small planet should be 
the only inhabited spot in this vast universe. On 
the other hand, there is, as has been said, a variety 
of reasons why miracles, in reality fictitious, should 
have been supposed to have taken place. 

The argument from Scripture is equally unsatisfy¬ 
ing. Newman urges (Appendix, p. 180) that the 
cures wrought by relics should not be pronounced 
“ extravagant ” unless we are prepared to call the 
Scriptures “extravagant,” inasmuch as such cures 
are related also in them. This may be called the 
“all or nothing” argument, and it is one of which 
he !s very fond. It amounts to saying that the 
beliefs we already hold bind us to others which we 
at present deny. He points here to the resuscitation 
of a dead man by the bones of Elisha (2 Kings, xiii. 
20, 21 *j; to the diseases healed*by the napkins carried 
from the body of St. Paul (Acts, xix. n, 12); and 
to the ci^res which followed the descent of the angel 
into the pool of Bethesda (John, v. 2, 9). 

The argument* implies that the various books of 
the Bible all possess equal and indisputable authority, 

• z. 
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and that every incident related in the sacred volume 
must be held to have happened precisely as it is 
described. Whether this mechanical conception of 
inspiration was actually held by the majority of the 
readers for whom the Apologia was intended may be 
questioned. It is certainly no longer the accredited 
view either in the Roman or in the Reformed 
Churches. Indeed, we find Newman himself shrink¬ 
ing from such a conception. He expresses relief at 
being permitted to deny the universality of the 
Deluge, although the Deluge is unquestionably re¬ 
presented as universal in the Rook of Genesis. 1 Let 
us, however, look at the three incidents upon which 
he fixes our attention. We find that each of the 
three possesses some characteristic which prevents 
us from appealing to its witness. 

We recognize that there is a legendary element in 
the historical books of the Old Testament as in the 
early annals of other races, and we perceive its 

1 Letter to Mr. Capes, September i6lh, 1S50. “Thank you' foi 
F. I’errone, which I will rcturfc. It relieves me to find tTiat to deny 
the universality of the Deluge is not even temerarious. At the same 
time, the time has not come for confidence ab< 4 ut any theory.”— Li/e } 
by W, Ward. Vol. i., p. 249. 
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presence in the brief allusions to the miracles of 
Elisha. As for the narrative in the Acts, general 
descriptions of cures lik» the one in question give us 
very little information about what actually took 
place. They tell us nothing of the nature of the 
healings, nor do they enable us to form any judgment 
as to their permanence. This is a most vital con¬ 
sideration in the case of all nervous afflictions. In 
such cases there is often a sudden recovery, but the 
disorder returns when life resumes its ordinary even 
course. Still less conclusive is the account of the 
descent of the Angel in the fourth Gospel. The 
oldest MSS. contain no mention of such descent. 
If the most recent version of the New Testament be 
looked at, it will be seen that the verse in question 
has beep omitted from the text as lacking adequate 
authenfication, and there is nothing left in what 

remains which necessarily implies any supernatural 

* 

intervention. 

If, however, the views of the two disputants on 

i 

this vital subject be carefuljy compared, it will be 
found that the gulf between them is one which no 
argument can bridge. What Kingsley urges Is that 
the reality of the ecclesiastical miracle^ shall be 
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determined by the ordinary laws of evidence. He 
would wish the question to be decided by the rigorous 
procedure followed in a court of justicp. Newman, 
on the other hand, would deny that such a dis¬ 
passionate criticism was a proper method by which 
to establish their reality. The question for him is 
not “ Is their occurrence placed beyond reasonable 
doubt?” It is rather: “Is there any conclusive 
reason why I should withhold my belief in the case 
of any one of these miracles in particular ?” So he 
can find no convincing reason why he should doubt 
the liquefaction of the blood of S. Januarius, or 
the miraculousness of the oil exuded by the relics of 
S. Walburga. He has no antecedent difficulty in 

c 

believing that the house of Joseph and Mary in 
Nazareth was transported by angels through the 
air and planted in Loreto, in Southern* Italy. 1 

1 “ I went to Loreto with a ample faith, believing what IstjJI moie 
believed when I saw it. I have no doubt now. If you ask me why I 
believe, it is because every one believes it at Rome; cautious as they 
are and sceptical about some other things, — I believe it« then as I 
believe that there is a new planet called Neptune, or that chloroform 
destroys^the sense of pain. I have no antecedent difficulty in the 
matter.’*—Letter to Henry Wilberforce of Jan. 19, 1848, Life, vol. i. 
p. 198. t 
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Plainly, it is not in the power of any process of 
reasoning to bring these two disputants together. 
The assent of Newman* to these miracles is not 
the result of a consideration of the evidence. He 
approaches them wishing to believe, and he re¬ 
joices when he finds that belief is possible. It was 
this mental attitude which Kingsley could not under¬ 
stand, and which he pronounced inconsistent with 
truthfulness. He was admittedly wrong when he 
assailed his opponent’s personal integrity, for no 
man of his generation suffered more seriously for 
what he regarded as the truth’s sake than Newman. 
It may, however, well be doubted whether the 
mental attitude in question would not leave the 
door of the mind open to every pious fraud and 
every pfofitable superstition. The mind has a 
dangerous power of projecting its own hopes and 
fears into the region of external realities, and so 
finding what it seeks. 

Thus his assailant, as Newman perceived, could 
not be ‘effectively answered* by dealing with his 
charges in succession. The only real answer lay 
in an exposure of the texture of Newman’s mind. 
Kingsley’s real difficulty was an inability #o under- 
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stand how Newman, being, as he was reputed, “the 
most acute man of his generation/’ could have 
arrived at the religious position he actually held. 
“Yes, I said to myself, his very question is about 
my meaning : ‘ What does Dr. Newman mean?’ . . . 
He asks what I mean; not about my words, not 
about my arguments, not about my actions, as his 
ultimate point, but about that living intelligence 
by which I write and argue and act. He asks about 
my mind and its beliefs and its sentiments, and he 
shall be answered.” {Apologia, p. 37.) 

The answer was the book which now lies before 
the reader, a record of religious experience whose 
candour and sincerity have never been questioned, 
and which produced an immense and permanent 
effect upon the English mind. The ke^ to the 
spiritual progress which the book traces lies in an 
important passage whose full purport should not be 
overlooked. The most significant feature in every 
spiritual record is its starting-point—the premises 
which the writer carries with him as he moves on. 
These in the case before us are made quite plain in 
some memorable words of the Apologia. “ from the 
age of fiiteen,” the writer tells us, “ dogma has been 
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the fundamental principle of my religion: I know no 
other religion; I cannot enter into the idea of any 
other sort of. religion. . • . What I held in 1816 I 
held in 1833, and I hold in 1864. Please God, I 
shall hold it to the end. Even when I was under 
Dr. Whateley’s influence I had no temptation to be 
less zealous for the great dogmas of the faith, and at 
various times I used to resist such trains of thought 
on his part as seemed to me (rightly or wrongly) to 
obscure them.” {Apologia, p. 96.) 

It is important to observe what “ dogma ” m this 
passage means. The word meant for Newman a 
series of propositions of which the substance had 
been supernaturally revealed, and which were con- 
sequently beyond the reach of human criticism. 
These propositions had embodied themselves in 
the creeds and institutions of the Church. They 
might be illustrated from the Bible, but they existed 
there *only in an implicit and unformulated shape. 
Ultimately they might be traced back to Divine 
communications made to privileged persons. So 
they x®tne from a sphere above the operations of 
the intellect, anci must either be unreservedly re¬ 
ceived or absolutely rejected, • 
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The reader of the Apologia will observe that the 
questions which occupy the mind of Newman leave 
these fundamental propositions entirely untouched. 
He never attempts to enter the forbidden field, and 
to inquire how the Bible and the creeds came to be. 
He tells us (p. 45) that from an early age he rested 
“ in the thought of two and two only supreme and 
luminously self-evident beings,” himself and his 
Creator. But while in most minds the great idea 
of God receives constant corrections and enlarge¬ 
ments as life proceeds and experience widens, there 
is nothing to show that this happened in his case. 
To the end he found no difficulty in thinking of God 
as a Being who could endow one of His creatures 
with a potent faculty and then set up a mechanical 
barrier to restrict «its employmeat. There *is really 
nothing to show that this great idea which forms the 

foundation of religion ever in his case underwent 

* 

any serious modification. It retained throughout its 
original simplicity. So he asks in a letter written 
in 1849:—“ Is it mare improbable that* eternal 
punishment should be true or that there should 

C I 

be no God ? for if there be a God, there is? eternal 
punishment.” 1 


1 Life , p. 24% 



INTRODUCTION 


XX\^ 

Some of the most luminous pages which Newman 
has written bear upon the nature and scope of 
University education. He wished the Catholic 
University in Dublin, of which he was for a few 
troubled years the Rector, to be a place of free 
scientific and historical instruction. On this point 
he had serious differences of opinion with many of 
the Irish bishops. We see, however, that he no less 

4 

than they considered the Church’s dogmas to lie 
outside the field of scientific and historical criticism. 
He never apparently contemplated the possibility 
that scientific and historical research might so modify 
the fundamental idea of religion, the idea of God. 
that the statements of dogma would become in¬ 
adequate or misleading. He did not contemplate 
any transformation of this idea by the labours of 
other iffenj because he was riot conscious of any 
such transformation within his own experience. 

So \ve find that the questions which form stages 

in the development of his mind are all such as 
* 

separate*Christians from Christians, and not such as 
divide believers from unbelievers. They belong to 
the Church’s infernal history, and not to the per¬ 
petual warfare in which she is engaged^with her 
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enemies outside. Thus we find the writer believing 
at fifteen that he was predestined to eternal life. 
Some years afterwards thefe is plantetj in his mind 
the “fundamental truth” of the Trinity of the God¬ 
head, and he makes a collection of Scripture texts 
in support of the doctrine, and of each verse of the 
Athanasian Creed (p. 46). Subsequently he is deeply 
moved by a history of the primitive Church, and he 
becomes firmly convinced that the Pope is the Anti- 
Christ predicted by Daniel, S. Paul, and S. John. 
Butler’s Analogy led him to regard the visible world 
as the symbol or pledge of supersensual realities, and 
to consider probability as the guide of life. And 
finally “ liberalism ” riveted his thoughts upon the 
nature and the function of the Church, a subject 
which in one or other of its aspects preoccupied him 
to the end. He tells us plainly what he m*eant by 
“ liberalism ” in a note which he added to the 
Apologia in the edition of 1865. 1 “ Liberalism,” he 

there says, “ is the mistake of subjecting to human 
judgment those revealed doctrines which are in their 
nature beyond and independent of it, and of claipiing 
to determine on intrinsic ground! the truth and 


« 


1 Reprinted at end of vol. ii. 
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value of propositions which rest for their reception 
simply on the external authority of the Divine 
Word.” Here is the forbidden field within whose 
precincts the human intelligence must not presume 
to enter. No account, it will be observed, is taken 
of the human element in the composition of the 
Bible. It is also assumed that the authoritative 
propositions have been infallibly collected from the 

4 

sacred book, and that they exist in a form which 
admits of no further modification. These stereo¬ 
typed propositions have' been committed to the 
Church to guard. She is thus a breakwater against 
the inroads of the human reason which, if left to 
itself, leads inevitably to atheism and anarchy. 
{Apologia, vol. ii. p. 106.) 

Thus, what we see in the writings of Newman is a 
mind of extraordinarv force and fineness, ever in 
motion, arguing, discriminating, exposing, refuting, 
yet remaining throughout within certain limits which 
it is under no temptation to transcend. Outside 
there li£ great questions which for most of us have 
a prior claim, and demand to be settled before those 
of the Apologia 9 are approached. These, hcfwever, 
do not occupy Newman, because they Ijave been 
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answered once for all before his spiritual progress 
begins. He has left them behind him before he 
starts upon his journey. • 

There were, at the moment when the days of his 
pupilage ended, and his independent life began, two 
subjects which, had he devoted himself to their 
study, might have forced him to leave his entrench¬ 
ments. Kant was born in 1724, and died in 1804, 
while the life of Hegel lay between 1770 and 1831. 
Newman'was ignorant of German; and even if he 
had known this language, the theological significance 
of these writers was not apparent in England when 
he was an Oxford undergraduate. In any case there 
is nothing to show that he had followed the progress 
of philosophy from its beginning up to his own time. 
He speaks of having read “some of Hume’s essays, 
and perhaps that on ‘Miracles,’” when a* boy of 
fourteen. He evidently regarded Hume, however, 
then and afterwards, as a mere assailant of reVealed 
religion, and thus he would not be in a position to 
appreciate the force of this writer’s argument against 
miracles. There is no indication that he perceived 
the great importance of the question raised by 
Hume’s philosophical writings. Still less was he 
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in a position to appreciate Kant’s solution of the 
problem thus propounded. 1 Indeed there arc some 
words of Nev^man’s, written in 1839, which show 
how strange German thought seemed to him, even 
when presented in an English dress. “ I commend 
to your notice,” he writes to his correspondent, “if it 
comes in your way, Carlyle on the French Revolu¬ 
tion. A queer, tiresome, obscure, profound, and 
original work. The writer has not very clear prin¬ 
ciples and views, I fear, but they are very deep.” 
(Letters and Correspondence , vol. ii. p. 281. The 
italics are Newman’s.) 

The other subject which might have profoundly 

changed Newman’s theology, had he allowed it to 

engage his mind, is the nature of the Bible. He 

does not ever appear to have felt the necessity of 

inquiring* how the Bible came to be formed, or of 

subjecting the origin and structure of its separate 

writings to any fresh examination. He accepted the 

book as he found it, first in the translation of 1611, 

and then*in the Douai version, and he appears to 

have regarded all its contents as of equal inspiration 

• • 

1 The reaefer will find a lucid account of this problem and answer in 

Sir Leslie Stephen’s English Thought in the Eighteenth Century. 
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and authority. Thus his treatment of the Bible is 
often fairly bewildering to a reader of to-day. He 
will base an entire sermon on the interpretation of a 
text which a more searching exegesis shows to be at 
least doubtful. 1 The most startling and, as it seems 
to us, perverse illustration of his handling of Scrip¬ 
ture is, however, to be found in the two ff Tracts for 
the Times,” afterwards reprinted in Discussions and 
Arguments under the title “Scripture and the 
Creeds.” Here we have another example of the 
“ kill or cure ” argument already referred to. The 
writer endeavours to show the “ Protestants,” to 
whom the two tracts are addressed, that they are 
illogical in objecting to this or that part of the 
“ Catholic ” system on the ground that there is no 
sanction for it in Scripture, when there is just as 
little sanction there for many of their own beliefs. 
Thus, if Apostolical succession cannot be proven to 
have the authority of Scripture, neither can the 
doctrine of the Trinity. If Christian ministers are 

1 Cf, the sermon on “Steadfastness in the Old I’aths” in vol. vii. 
of the Patothial and Plain Sermons, ed. 1881, where the verse Jer. 
vii, 16 is made to support the theory that religion, unlil?e science and 
art, is not susceptible of progress. 
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not called priests in the New Testament, neither is 
the deity of the third Person of the Godhead plainly 
asserted. In support of this argument he brings 
forward illustrations which to our eyes have a 
curiously outworn look. Indeed the entire essay 
seems at this distance of time a pathetic example 
of wasted ingenuity and irrelevant dialectic. The 
argument rests entirely upon the assumption that, 
the inspiration of the Bible is, in the minds of 
“ Protestants,’’ equivalent to its infallibility; that 
there is no middle course between admitting its 

i 

inerrancy and rejecting it as valueless. 

Yet no writer perhaps, not even Ruskin, has ever 
found more surprising, and at the same time con¬ 
vincing meanings in the words of Scripture than 
Newman. He brought to their interpretation two 
qualities •which are at least as essential as critical 
exactness—the imagination of the poet and the 
revereilte of the devout believer. So he sometimes 
makes the Bible preach for him for a whole page 
at a # time.. 

The famous sermon on the ‘‘Parting of PYiends” 
seems thijs at fir^t sight little more than a mbsaic 
of detached texts. A reader, unaware of the 
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preacher’s situation at the moment, 1 might think it 
disconnected and pointless. Yet every sentence 
and every incident are charged with pieaning. The 
various inevitable separations of friends in Scripture 
are brought with marvellous ingenuity to illuminate 
and hallow the situation of the speaker and his 
listeners. We do not wonder at the deep feeling 
recorded to have been produced by the simple and 
apparently artless words. No writer of our own, or 
perhaps any generation, has so made the words of 
the English Bible speak to the heart and the con¬ 
science. We hear “ the religious music—subtle, 
sweet, mournful,” of which a famous contemporary " 
spoke, as we read such passages as the following;— 

i 

“ O may we ever bear in mind that we are not sent 

e 

into this world to stand all the day idle, but to go forth 

1 Tike sermon was preached in Littlemore on September 2^>th, 184^, 
from the text “ Man goetli forth to hi;-, work and his labour until the 
evening.” It was Newman’s last Anglican sermon, and was designed 

C a 

to show, by means of various Scripture instances, that lh$ separation of 
friends, however painful, might none the less become an imperative 
duty. t The sermon is said to have moved to / ears many of Newman's 
friends who had come out fiorn Oxford to hear it. 
a M. Aiyiold, “Essay on Emerson.” 
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to our work and our labour until the evening-! Until 
the evening:, not in the evening only of life, but serving 
God from our y # outh, and not waiting till our years fail 
us. Until the evening , not in the daytime only, lest we 
begin to run well, but fall away before our course is 
ended. Let us 'give glory to the Lord our God, before 
He cause darkness, and before our feet stumble upon 

the dark mountains ’; and having turned to Him, let 
us see that our goodness be not 4 as the morning cloud 
and as the early dew which passeth away.’ The end 
is the proof of the matter. When the sun shines, this 
earth pleases; but let us look toward that eventide and 
the cool of the day, when the Lord of the vineyard will 
walk amid the trees of Ilis garden, and say unto His 
steward—‘ Call the labourers, and give them their hire, 
beginning from the last unto the first.’ ” 

So this‘great writer was, as we all are, a child of 
his time, hemmed in by the limitations imposed by 
the particular period in which it was given to him 
to live. He had powers of introspective analysis, of 
logical discrimination and liteniry expression, such 
as are only bestowed upon the most gifted of 
mankind. •Hut he 'exercised these poweis withfti a 
surprisingly restricted held. Outside there were 
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momentous interests and importunate questions 
whose consideration might have profoundly modified 
his convictions, but fromVhich he felt himself to be 
peremptorily excluded. 1 

The success of the Apologia was immediate and 
complete. Indeed the appearance of the book may 
perhaps be regarded as the high-water mark of 
Newman’s earthly happiness. The years before and 
after look like an almost continuous series of mis¬ 
understandings and disappointments. Newman once 
wrote to a friend that it seemed to him as if he had 
always been in the position of a man “plucked” in 
an examination. There was nothing, however, to 
mar the success of the Apologia . It did much to 

t, 

remove the distrust with which the writer and his 
co-religionists had long been regarded by the British 
people, and to awaken that better feeling* of which 
we now see so many evidences. The book w r as also 

£-4 Pattison. A/pmoi/s, p 210. “A. P. Stanley once said to me, 

‘ IJmv different ihe fortunes of the Church of Kngland might have been 
if Newman had been able to read Geiman, That puts 4he matter in a 
nut-shell; Newman assumed and adorned the narrow basis on which 
Lau^ had st^od two hundred years before. AH the grand development 
of human reason from Aristotle down to Hegel was a sealed bouk to 
him.” 
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received with the liveliest gratitude by the Roman 
Catholic clergy in England and throughout the 
English-speaking world, ft called forth from the 
priests of many dioceses congratulatory addresses to 
Newman, which gave him the keenest pleasure, and 
removed for a time at least that feeling of isolation 
to which many of his previous and subsequent letters 
bear witness. There is no evidence that he ever 
regretted the step he took in 1845. There are, how¬ 
ever, many indications that he had been, previous to 
the publication of the Apologia, something of an 
enigma within the communion he had joined. 

It has often been asked what Newman would 
have thought of the writings of the Abbe Loisy and 
Father George Tyrrel had he lived to read them. 
The answer may be given in the layer’s own words: 
“ Any soft of revolution seemed to them (i.e., to 
Lammenais, Lacordaire, Montalembert, and New- 
man) iiTcompatible with substantial continuity. To 
the modernist it does not seem so. Whether in the 
history of nations, or in the world of organic life, he 
recognizes revolution to belong to the normal course 
of development; that the larval life runs its course 
evenly, up to a certain point, only to prepare the 
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way for a perfectly normal reconstitution. He is 
convinced that Catholic Christianity cannot live 
much longer on the old lines; that t it has already 
reached a stone wall which it must surmount, unless 
it be content to dwindle away, as it is even now 
doing. The time has come, he thinks, for a 
criticism of categories, of the very ideas of religion, 
of revelation, of institutionalism, of sacramentalism, 
of theology, of authority, etc. He believes that the 
current expression of these ideas is only provisional, 
and is inadequate to their true values," 1 

Newman died in the evening of August nth, 1890. 
He was buried at Rednal, and on the slab over his 
grave were inscribed the words, “Ex umbris ci 
imaginibus. in veritatem /’ Perhaps the um\y of 
which he dreamed so persistently, and for which 
he made such heavy sacrifices, was one* of those 
transcendental realities of which we here onlv see 
the shadows and the symbols. 

1 Christianity at (he Cjdm A'oatA, Preface p. \x. 

« 

' JOHN GAMBLE. 

Juve lot3. 4 
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APOLOGIA PRO VITA SUA. 


PART I. 

MU. kinc.si.fy’s method of disputation, 

I cannot be sorry to have forced Mr. Kingsley to bring 
out in fulness his charges against me. It is far better 
that he should discharge his‘thoughts upon me in my 
lifetime, than after I am dead. Under the circumstances 
I am happy in having the opportunity of reading the 
worst Hi at can be said of me by a writer who has taken 
pains with his work and is Avell satisfied with it. I 
account it a gain to be surveyed from without by one 
who hates the principles which are nearest to my heart, 
has no personal knowledge of me to ^et right his mis¬ 
conceptions of my doctrine, and who has some motive 
or other to be as severe with me as he can possibly be. 

And first of all, I beg to complipient him on the motto 
in his Title-page ; it is felicitous. A motto should 
contain, as in a nutshell, the contents, or the character, 
or tins drift, or the animus of the writing to which it is 
prefixed. The words which he \jas taken from me are 
so apposite as to be almost prophetical. There cannot 
be a better illustration than he thereby affords of the 
aphorism which I intended them to convey. I said that 
it is not more than an hyperbolical expression to say 
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that in certain cases a lie is the nearest approach to 
truth. Mr. Kingsley’s pamphlet is emphatically one of 
such cases as are contemplated in that proposition. I 
really believe, that his view of me is about as near an 
approach to the truth about my writings and doings, as 
he is capable of taking. He has done his worst towards 
me ; but he has also done his best. So far well; but, 
while 1 impute to him no malice, I unfeignedly think, on 
the other hand, that, in his invective against me, he as 
faithfully fulfils the other half of the proposition also. 

This is not a mere sharp retort upon Mr. Kingsley, as 
will be seen, when 1 come to consider directly the 
subject, to which the words of his motto relate. I have 
enlarged on that subject in various passages of my 
publications ; I have said that minds in different states 
and circumstances cannot understand one another, and 
that in all cases they must be instructed according to 
their capacity, and, if not taught step by step, they 
learn only so much the less; that children cIq not 
apprehend the thoughts of grown people, nor savages 
the instincts of civilization, nor blind men the perceptions 
of sight, nor pagans the doctrines of Christianity, nor 
men the experiences of Angels. In the same way, there 
are people of matter-of-fact, prosaic minds, who cannot 
take in the fancies of poets ; and others of shallow, 
inaccurate minds, who cannot take in the ideas of 
philosophical inquirers. In a Lecture of mine I Jiave 
illustrated this phenomenon by the supposed instance of 
a foreigner, who, after reading a commentary on the 
principles of English Law, does not get nearer to a real 
apprehension of them than to be led to accuse English¬ 
men of considering that the Queen is impeccable and 
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infallible, and that the Parliament is omnipotent. Mr., 
Kingsley has read me from beginning to end in the 
fashion in which the hypothetical Russian read Black- 
stone ; not, I tepeat, from malice, but because of his 
intellectual build. He appears to be so constituted as 
to have no notion of what goes on in minds very different 
from his own, and moreover to be stone-blind to his 
ignorance. A modest man or a philosopher would have 
scrupled to treat with scorn and scoffing, as Mr. Kingsley 
does in my own instance, principles and convictions, 
even if he did not acquiesce in them himself, which had 
been held so widely and for so long,—the beliefs and 
devotions and customs which have been the religious 
life of millions upon millions of Christians for nearly 
twenty centuries,—for this in fact is the task on which 
he is spending his pains. Had he been a man of large 
or cautious mind, he would not have taken it for granted 
that cultivation must lead every one to see things 
precisely as he sees them himself. But the narrow¬ 
minded are the more prejudiced by very reason of their 
narrowness. The Apostle bids u$ “in malice be 
children, Lnit in understanding be men.” I am glad to 
recognize in Mr. Kingsley an illustration of the first halt 
of this precept; but I should not.be honest, if I ascribed 
to him^ny sort of fulfilment of the second. 


I wish I could speak as favourabl}' either of his drift 
or of his rftethod of arguing, as J can of his convictions. 
As to his drift, I think its ultimate point is an attack 
upon the Catholic Religion. It is I indeed, whom»hc is 
immediately insulting,—still, he views me only as a 
representative, and on the whole a fair one, of a class or 
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caste of men, to whom, conscious as I am of my own 
integrity, I ascribe an excellence superior to mine. He 
desires to impress upon the^public mind the conviction 
that I am a crafty, scheming-man, simply untrustworthy; 
that, in becoming- a Catholic, I have just found my right 
place ; that I do but justify and am properly interpreted 
by the common English notion of Roman casuists and 
confessors ; that I was secretly a Catholic when I was 
openly professing to be a clergyman of the Established 
Church ; that so far from bringing, by means of my con¬ 
version, when at length it openly took place, any strength 
to the Catholic cause, I am really a burden to it,—an 
additional evidence of the fact, that to be a pure, german, 
genuine Catholic, a man must be either a knave or a fool. 

These last words bring me to Mr. Kingsley’s method 
of disputation, which I must criticize with much 
severity;—in his drift he does but follow the ordinary 
beat of controversy, but in his mode of arguing he is 
actually dishonest. 

He says that I am either a knave or a fool, and (as 
we shall sec by-and-by) he is not quite sure which, 
probably both. He tells bis readers that on one 
occasion he said that he had fears I should ( ‘end in one 

i 

or other of two misfortunes.” “ He would either,” he 
continues, “destroy his own sense of honesty— i.c., 
conscious truthfulness—and become a dishonest person ; 
or he would destroy his common sense— z*. e. , unconscious 
truthfulness, and become the slave and puppet seemingly 
of his f own logic, really of his own fancy. . . . 1 thought 
for years past that he had become the former; I now 
see that he has become the latter.” (p. 291). Again, 
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“ When I read these outrages upon common sense, 
what wonder if I said to myself, ‘ This man cannot be¬ 
lieve what he is saying?’” (p. 297). 1 Such has been Mr. 
Kingsley’s state of mind till lately, but now he considers 
that I am possessed with a spirit of “almost boundless 
silliness,” of “simple credulity, the child of scepticism,” 
of “ absurdity ” (p. 311), of a “ self-deception which has 
become a sort of frantic honesty ” (p. 297). And as to 
his fundamental reason for this change, he tells us, he 
really does not know what it is (p. 314). However, let 
the reason be what it will, its upshot is intelligible* 
enough. He is enabled at once, by this professed 
change of judgment about me. to put forward one of 
these alternatives, yet to keep the other in reserve ;— 
and this he actually does. He need not commit himself 
to a definite accusation against me, such as requires 
definite proof and admits of definite refutation ; for he 
has two strings to his bow ;—when he is thrown ofl his 
balance on the one leg, he can recover himself by the 
use of the other. If I demonstrate that I am not a 
knave, he may exclaim, “ Oh, but you are a fool!” and 
when I demonstrate that I am not a fool, he may turn 
round and retort, “Well, then, you are a knave.” 1 
have no objection to reply to his arguments in behalf of 
either^ilternative, but 1 should have been better pleased 
to have been allowed to take them one at a time. 

Ijut 1 have not yet done full justice to the method of 
disputation, which Mr. Kingsley thinks it right to adopt. 
Observe this firstHe means by a man who is “ silly ” 
not a man who is to be pitied, but a man who ig to be 

J The payings have been adjusted to the present edition. The 
references are to our vol. ii., where the pamphlet is repiinled. — En. 
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abhorred. He means a man who is not simply weak 
and incapable, but a moral leper; a man who, if not a 
knave, has every thing bad about him except knavery; 
nay, rather, has together with every other worst vice, 
a spice of knavery to bool. His simpleton is one who 
has become such, in judgment for his having once been 
a knave. If is simpleton is not a born fool, but a self- 
made idiot, one who has drugged and abused himself 
into a shameless depravity; one who, without any 
misgiving or remorse, is guilty of drivelling superstition, 
of reckless violation of sacred things, of fanatical 
excesses, of passionate inanities, of unmanly audacious 
tyranny over the weak, meriting the wrath of fathers 
and brothers. This is that milder judgment, which he 
seems to pride himself upon as so much charity ; and, 
as he expresses it, he “does not know” why. This is 
what he really meant in his letter to me of January 14, 
when he withdrew his charge of my being dishonest. 
He said, “The lone of your letters, even more # than 
their language, makes me feel, to my very deep 
pleasure" - what ? that you have gambled away your 
reason, that you are an intellectual sot, that you are a 
fool in a frenzy. And in his Pamphlet, he gives us this 5 
explanation why he did not say this to my face—viz., that 
he had been told that I'was “ in weak health,” ajhd was 
“averse to controversy,” pp. 277 and 278. He “felt 
some regret for having disturbed me.” 

But I pass on from these multiform imputations, and 
confine myself to this one consideration—viz., that he has 
made any fresh imputation upon me at all. lie gave up 
the charge of knavery ; well and good : but ^here was 
the logical necessity of his bringing another? I am 
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sitting- at home without a thought of Mr. Kingsley ; he 
wantonly breaks in upon me with the charge that I had 
44 informed ” the world “that Truth for its own sake 
need not and on the whole ought not to be a virtue with 
the Roman clergy.” When challenged on the point he 
cannot bring a fragment of evidence in proof of his 
assertion, and he is convicted of false witness by the 
voice of the world. Well, I should have thought thai 
he had now nothing whatever more to do. “Vain 
man !” he seems to make answer, “ what simplicity in 
you to think so I If you have not broken one command¬ 
ment, let us see whether we cannot convict you of the 
breach of another. If you are not a swindler or forger, 
you are guilty of arson or burglary. By hook or by 
crook you shall not escape. Are you to suffer or I? 
What does it matter to you who are going off the stage, 
to receive a slight additional daub upon a character so 
deeply stained already ? But think of me, the immacu¬ 
late lover of Truth, so observant (as I have told you, 
p. 279) of ‘ hautt courage and strict honour,’—and (aside) 
— 4 and not as this publican ’—do you think I can let you 
go scot free instead of myself? No; noblesse oblige. 
Go to the shades, old man, and boast that Achilles sent 
you thither.” 

But 4 .have not even yet done with Mr Kingsley’s 
method of disputation. Observe secondly when a 
mat^ is said to be a knave or a fool, it is commonly 
meant tha$ he is either the one or the other ; and that, 
—either in the sense that the hypothesis of his being a 
fool is too absurd to be entertained ; or, again, as a 
sort of contemptuous acquittal of one, who after all has 
not wit enough to be wicked. But this is not at all 
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what Ml*. Kingsley proposes to himself in the antithesis 
which he suggests to his readers. Though he speaks 
of me as an utter dotard and fanatic, yet all along, from 
the beginning of his PampTilct to the end, he insinuates, 
he proves fiom my writings, and at length in his last 
pages he openly pronounces, that after all he was right 
at first, in thinking me a conscious liar and deceiver. 

Now l wish to dwell on this point. It cannot be 
doubted, I say, that, in spite of his professing to 
consider me as a dotard and driveller, on the ground of 
liis having given up the notion of my being a knave, yet 
it is the very staple of his Pamphlet that a knave after 
all I must be. By insinuation, or by implication, or by 
question, or by irony, or by sneer, or by parable, he 
enforces again and again a conclusion which he does 
not categorically enunciate. 

For instance (i) P. 286. 4 ‘ I know that men used to 

suspect Dr, Ahcwtfw, I have been inclined to do so my¬ 
self, of writing a whole sermon ...... for th§ sake 

of one single passing hint, one phrase, one epithet, one 
little barbed arrow which.he delivered un¬ 

heeded, as with h"is finger tip, to the very heart of an 
initiated hearer, never to be withdrawn again ." 

(2) P, 287. “ How was S to know that the preacher, 

who had the reputation of being the most acuts *man of 
his generation, and of having a specially intimate 
acquaintance with the weaknesses of the human h$art, 
was utterly blind to the broad meaning and the plain 
practical result of a sermon like this, delivered before 
fanatic and hot-headed young men, who hung upon his 
every word ? That he did not foresee that they would 
think that they obeyed him, by becoming affected\ 
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artificial , sly, shifty , rcadv for concealments and equivoca¬ 
tions?" 

(3) P. 289. “ No one would have suspected him to be 

a dishonest man, if be had not perversely chosen to 
assume a style which (as he himself confesses) the world 
always associates with dishonesty.” 

(4) P. 300. “If he will indulge in subtle para¬ 
doxes, in rhetorical exaggerations ; if, whenever ■ he 
touches on the question of truth and honesty , he will take 
a perverse pleasure in saying something shocking to 
plain English notions, he must take the consequences or 
his own eccentricities." 

(5) 3 ° 4 - “At which most of my readers will be 

inclined to cry : 4 Let Dr* Newman alone, after that. 

.He had a human reason once, no doubt: but he 

has gambled it away.’.True: so Due, etc.” 

(6) P. 30^. lie continues: “1 should never have 
written these pages, save because it was my duty to 
show the world, if not Dr. Newman, how the mistake 
(!) of his not caring for truth arose" 

(7) P. 307. “ And this is the man^ who w hen accused 

of countenancing falsehood, puts on first a tone of 
plaintive (!) and startled innocence, and then one of 
smug self-satisfaction— as w T ho should ask, 4 What have 
I saidf« What have 1 done ? Why am I on my trial 

(8) P. 310. “What I)r. Newman teaches is clear at 
last,, and / see now how deeply I have wronged him. So 
far from thinking truth for its own sake to be no virtue, 

he considers it a virtue so lofty as to be unattainable by 
man." # 

( 9 ) -■ “There is no use in wasting words on 
this ‘ economical ’ statement of Dr. Newman’s. I shall 
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only say that there are people in the world whom it is 
very difficult to help . As soon as they are got out ot 
one scrape, they walk straight into another.” 

(io) P. 313. “Dr. Newman has sh«wn ‘wisdom’ 
enough of that serpe?itine type which is his professed 

ideal.Yes, Dr. Newman is a very economical 

person.” 

(ij) P. 313. “ Dr. Newman tries t by cunning sleight- 

of-hand logic , to prove that I did not believe the ac¬ 
cusation when I made it.” 

(12) P.315. “These are hard words. If Dr. Newman 
shall complain of them, I can only remind him of the 
fate which befel the stork caught among the cranes, even 
though the stork had not done all he could to make him¬ 
self like a crane, as Dr. Newman has> by ‘ economizing ’ 
on the very title-page of his pamphlet.” 

These last words bring us to another and far worse 
instance of these slanderous assaults upon me, but its 
place is in a subsequent page. , 

Now it may be asked of me, “ Well, why should not 
Mr. Kingsley take a course such as this? It was his 
original assertion that Dr. Newman was a professed 
liar, and a patron of lies ; he spoke somewhat at 
random ; granted ; but now he has got up his references 
and he is proving, not 'perhaps the very thing w+iich he 
said at first, but something very like it, and to say the 
least quite as bad. He is now only aiming to justify 
morally his original assertion ; why is he not-'at liberty 
to do so?” " 

JIV^y should he not now insinuate that I am a liar and 
a knave ! he had of course a perfect right to rtiake such 
a charge, if he chose; he might have said, “I was 
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virtually right, and here is the proof of it,” but this he 
has not done, but on the contrary has professed that he 
no longer draws from my works, as he did before, the 
inference of my» dishonesty. He says distinctly, p. 26, 
“ When I read these outrages upon common sense, 
what wonder if I said to myself, ‘This man cannot 
believe what he is saying?’ I believe I was wrong” 
And in p. 302, “ I said, This man has no real care for- 
truth. Truth for its own sake is no virtue in his eyes, 
and he teaches that it need not be. I do not say that 
now” And in p. 311, “I do not call this conscious 
dishonesty ; the man who wrote that sermon was already 
past the possibility of such a sin.” 

Why should he not! because it is on the ground of 
my not being a knave that he calls me a fool; adding to 
the words just quoted, “[My readers] have fallen 
perhaps into the prevailing superstition that cleverness 
is synonymous with wisdom. They cannot believe that 
(as is too certain) great literary and even barristerial 
ability may co-exist with almost boundless silliness.” 

Why should he not! because he has taken credit to 
himself for that high feeling of honour which refuses to 
withdraw a concession which once has been made ; 
though, (wonderful to say !) at the very time that he is 
recording this magnanimous resolution, he lets it out of 
the bag that his relinquishment of it is only a profession 
and ji pretence ; for he says, p. 279: “I have accepted 
Dr. Newirftm’s denial that [the Sermon] means what I 
thought it did ; and heaven forbicl'' (oh !) “ that I should 
withdraw my word once given, at whatever disadvantage 
to myself'* Disadvantage ! but nothing can be advant¬ 
ageous to him which is untrue; therefore in proclaiming 
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that the concession of my honesty is a disadvantage to 
him, he thereby implies unequivocally that there is some 
probability still, that I am honest. He goes on, “ I 
am informed by those from whose judgment on such 
points there is no appeal, that ‘ cn haiilt courage and 
strict honour, I am also precluded , by the terms of my 
explanation, from using any other of Dr. Newman’s 
past writings to prove my assertion.” And then, “I 
have declared Dr. Newman to have been an honest man 
up to the ist of February, 1864 ; it was, as I shall show, 
only Dr. Newman’s fault that I ever thought him to be 
anything else. It depends entirely on Dr. Newman 
whether he shall sustain the reputation which he has so 
recently acquired ” (by diploma of course from Mr. 
Kingsley). “ If I give him thereby a fresh advantage in 
this argument, he is most welcome to it. He needs, it 
seems to me, as many advantages as possible." 

What a princely mind ! How loyal to his rash 

promise, how delicate towards the subject of ifc, how 

conscientious in his interpretation of it! I have no 

thought of irreverence towards a Scripture Saint, who' 

was actuated by a very different spirit from Mr. 

Kingsley’s, but somehow since I read his Pamphlet 

words have been running in mv head, which I find in 

• 0 „ * 

the Douay version thus; “Thou hast also *fkh thee 
Semei the son of Gera, who cursed me with a grievous 
curse when I went to the camp, but I swore to # him, 
saying, I will not kill thee with the sworfl. Do not 
thou hold him guiltless. But thou art a wise man and 
knosyest what to do with him, and thou shall bring 
down his grey hairs with blood to hell.” 

Now I ask, Why could not Mr. Kingsley be open? 
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If he intended still to arraign me on the charge of 
lying, why could he not say so as a man ? Why must 
lie insinuate, question, impl^’, and use sneering and 
irony, as if longing to touch a forbidden fruit, which 
still he was afraid would burn his fingers, if he did so? 
Why must he “ palter in a double sense,” and blow hot 
and cold in one breath ? He first said he considered 
me a patron of lying; well, he changed his opinion ; - 
and as to the logical ground of this change, he said 
that, if any one asked him what it was, he could only 
answer that he really did not know. Why could not he 
change back again, and say he did not know why? 
He had quite a right to do so ; and then his conduct 
would have been so far straightforward and unex¬ 
ceptionable. But no ;—in the very act of professing to 
believe in my sincerity, he takes care to show ihe world 
that it is a profession and nothing more. That very 
proceeding which at p. 286 he lays to my charge, 
(whereas 1 detest it,) of avowing one thing and 
thinking another, that proceeding he here exemplifies 
himself; and yet, while indulging ^in practices as 
offensive as this, he ventures to speak of his sensitive 
admiration of “ hault courage and strict honour !” “I 
forgive you, Sir Knight,” says the heroine in the 
Romance* “I forgive you as a Christian.” “That 
means,” said Wamba, “that she does not forgive him 
at al[.” Mr. Kingsley’s word of honour is about as 
valuable as 0 in the jester’s opinion was the Christian 
charity of Rowena. But here we are brought to a 
further specimen of Mr. Kingsley’s method of .dis¬ 
putation, atid having duly exhibited it, I shall have 
done with him. 
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It is his last, and he has intentionally reserved it for 
his last. Let it be recollected that he professed to 
absolve me from his original charge of dishonesty up 
to February i. And further, he implies that, at the 
time when he was writing , I had not yet involved 
myself in any fresh acts suggestive of that sin. He 
says that I have had a great escape of conviction, that 
he hopes I shall take warning, and act more cautiously. 
“It depends entirely,” he says, “on Dr. Newman , 
whether he shall sustain the reputation which he has so 
recently acquired ” (p. 280). Thus, in Mr. Kingsley’s 
judgment, I was thcn y when he wrote these words, still 
innocent of dishonesty, for a man cannot sustain what 
he actually has not got*; only he could not be sure of my 
future . Could not be sure ! Why at this very time he 
had already noted down valid proofs, as he thought 
them, that I had already forfeited the character which 
he contemptuously accorded to me. He had cautiously 
said “ up to February 1st,” in order to reserve the 
Title-page and last three pages of my Pamphlet, which 
were not published tili February 12th, and out of these 
four pages, which he had not whitewashed, he had 
already forged charges against me of dishonesty at the 
very time that he implied that as yet there was nothing 
against me. When he gave me that plenary con¬ 
donation, as it seemed to be, he had already done his 
best that I should never enjoy it. He knew w$ll at 
p. 280, what he meant tp say at pp. 314 and 31*5. At best 
indeed I was only out upon ticket of leave; but that 
ticket w'as a pretence; he had made it forfeit when he 
gave it. But he did not say so at once, first, because 
between p. 280 and 314 he meant to talk a great deal 
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about my idiotcy and my frenzy, which would have 
been simply out of place, had he proved me too soon to 
be a knave again ; and ngxl, because he meant to 
exhaust all those insinuations about my knavery in the 
past, which “strict honour” did not permit him to 
countenance, in order thereby to give colour and force 
to his direct charges of knavery in the present, which 
“ strict honour” did permit him to handsel. So in the" 
fifth act he gave a start, and found to his horror that, 
in my miserable four pages, I had committed the 
“enormity” of an “ economy,” which in matter of fact 
he had got by heart before he began the play. Nay, he 
suddenly found two, three, and (for what he knew) as 
many as four profligate economies in that Title-page 
and those Reflections, and he uses the language of 
distress and perplexity at this appalling discovery. 

Now why this coup de theatre? The reason soon 
breaks on us. Up to February 1, he could not 
categorically arraign me for lying, and therefore could 
not involve me, (as was so necessary for his case,) in 
the popular abhorrence which is felt Jor the casuists of 
Rome: but, as soon as ever he could openly and 
directly pronounce (saving his “ hault courage and 
strict honour ”) that I am guilty a of three or four new 
economMi*;, then at once I am made to bear, not only 
my own sins, but the sins of other people also, and, 
though I have been condoned the knavery of my 
antecedents, I am guilty of thg knavery of a whole 
priesthood instead. So the hour of doom for Semei is 
come, and the wise man knows what to do with him ;— 

• 

he is dowif upon me with the odious names of “St. 
Alfonso da Liguori,” and “ Scavini ” and “ Neyraguet,” 
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and “the Romish moralists,” and their “ compeers and 
pupils,” and I am at onqe merged and whirled away in 
the gulph of notorious quibblers, and hypocrites, and 
rogues. 

But wc have not even yet got at the real object of the 
stroke, thus reserved for his finale. 1 really feel sad 
for what I am obliged now to say. 1 am in warfare 
with him, but I wish him no ill ;—-it is very difficult to 
get up resentment towards persons whom one has 
never seen. It is easv enough to be irritated with 
friends or foes, vis-a-vis; but, though I am writing 
with all my heart against what he has said of me, I am 
not conscious of personal unkindness towards himself. 
I think it necessary to write as I am writing, for my 
own sake, and for the sake of the Catholic Priesthood ; 
but 1 wish to impute nothing worse to Mr. Kingsley 
than that he has been furiously carried away by his 
feelings. But what shall I say of the upshot of all this 
talk of my economies and equivocations and the like ? 
What is the precise work which it is directed to effect ? 
I am at war with him ; but there is such a thing as 
legitimate warfare : war has its laws ; there are things 
which may fairly be done, and things which may not be 
done. I say it with shame and with stern sorrow he 
has attempted a great transgression ; he has aWempted 
(as I may call it) to poison the wells. I will quote him 
and explain what I mean. f 

“Dr. Newman tries, by cunning sleig'ht-of-hand 
logic, to prove that I did not believe the accusation 
wheq, I made it. Therein he is mistaken. I did believe 
it, and I believed also his indignant denial. * But w r hen 
he goes on to ask with sneers, why I should believe his 
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denial, if I did not consider him trustworthy in ihe first 
instance ? I can only answer, I really do not know. 
There is a great deal to be said for that view, now that 
Dr. Newman has become (one must needs siij^pose) 
suddenly and since the ist of February, 1864, a convert 
to the economic views of St. Alfonso da Liguori and his 
compeers. I am henceforth in doubt and fear , as much 
as any honest man can be, concerning every word Dr. 
Newman may write. How can I tell that 1 shall not be 
the dupe of some cunning equivocation , of one of the 
three kinds laid down as permissible by the blessed 
Alfonso da Liguori and his pupils, even when confirmed 
by an oath, because ‘then we do not deceive our 
neighbour, but allow him to deceive himself?’ ... It 
is admissible, therefore, to use words and sentences 
whfch have a double signification, and leave Hie hapless 
hearer to take which of them he may choose. What 
proof have /, then, that by ‘ mean it 2 I never said it l* 
Dr Newman does not signify, I did not say it, but I did 
mean it?” — Pp. 314, 315. 

Now these insinuations and questions shall be 
answered in their proper places ; here I will but say 
that I scorn and detest lying, and quibbling, and 
double-tongued practice, and slyness, and cunning, and 
smoothness, and cant, and prcte'nce, quite as much as 
any Protestants hate them ; and I pray to be kept from 
the snare of them. But all this is just now by-the-bye ; 
my present subject is Mr. Kingsley; what I insist upon 
here, now that I am bringing Fhis portion of my dis¬ 
cussion to a close, is this unmanly attempt of his, in 
his concluding pages, to cut the ground from under my 
feet;—to poison by anticipation the public mind against 
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me, John Henry Newman, and to infuse into the 
imaginations of my readers, suspicion and mistrust of 
every thing that 1 may say in reply to him. This I call 
poisoning the wells. 

“I am henceforth in doubt and fear" he says, “as 
much as any honest man can be, concerning every word 
Dr. Newman may write. How can I tell that 1 shall 
not be the dupe of some cunning equivocation? . . . 
What proof have I, that by * mean it? I never said 
it!’ Dr. Newman does not signify, ‘I did not say it, 
but I did mean it?’" 

Well, I can only say, that, if his taunt is to take 
effect, I am but wasting my time in saying a word in 
answer to his foul calumnies; and this is precisely what 
he knows and intends to be its fruit. I can hardly get 
myself to protest against a method of controverts}' so 
base and cruel, lest in doing so, I should be violating 
my self-respect and self-possession ; but most base and 
most cruel i.t is. We all know how our imagination 
runs away with us, how suddenly and at what a 
pace;—the saying, “ Caesar’s wife should not be sus¬ 
pected,” is an instance of what I mean The habitual 
prejudice, the humour of the moment, is the turning- 
point which leads us to lead a defence in a good 
sense or a bad. We interpret it by our ai^cedent 
impressions. The very same sentiments, according 
as our jealousy is or is not awake, or our aversion 
stimulated, are tokens of truth or of dissimulation and 
pretence. There is a story of a sane person being by 
mistake shut up in the wards of a Lunatic Asylum, and 
that, w T hen he pleaded his cause to some'' strangers 
visiting the establishment, the only remark he elicited 
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in answer was, “ How naturally he talks! you would 
think he was in his senses.” Controversies should be 
decided by the reason ; is it legitimate warfare to 
appeal to the misgivings ol the public mind and to its 
dislikings? Anyhow, if Mr. Kingsley is able thus to 
practise upon my readers, the more I succeed, the less 
will be my success. If l am natural, he will tell them, 

“ Ars est celare arlem if I am convincing, he will 
suggest that I am an able logician ; if I show warmth, 

I am acting the indignant innocent; if I am calm, I am 
thereby detected as a smooth hypocrite ; if I clear up . 
difficulties, 1 am too plausible and perfect to be true. 
The more triumphant are my statements, the more 
certain will be mv defeat. 

So will it be if Mr. Kingsley succeeds in his 
manoeuvre ; but 1 do not for an instant believe that he 
will. Whatever judgment my readers may eventually 
form of me from these pages, 1 am confident that they 
will believe me in what I shall say in the course of 
them. I have no misgiving at all, that they will be 
ungenerous or harsh with a man who has been so long 
before the eyes of the world ; who has so many to 
speak of him from personal knowledge ; whose natural 
impulse it has ever been to speak out; who has ever 
spokenStoo much rather than too little ; who would 
have saved himself many a scrape, if he had been wise 
enopgh to hold his tongue ; who has ever been fair to 
the doctrihes and arguments of his opponents; who 
has never slurred over facts and reasonings which told 
against himself; who has never given his naipe or 
authority \o proofs which he thought unsound, or td 
testimony which he did not think at least plausible ; 
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who has never shrunk from confessing a fault when he 
felt that he had committed one; who has ever consulted 
for others more than for himself; who has given up 
much that he loved and prized and could have retained, 
but that he loved honesty better than name, and Truth 
better than dear friends. 

And now I am in a train of thought higher and more 
serene than any which slanders can disturb. Away 
with you, Mr. Kingsley, and fly into space. Your 
name shall occur, again as little as I can help, in the 
course of these pages. I shall henceforth occupy 
myself not with you, but with your charges. 



PART II. 


TRUK MODE OF MEETING MR. KINGSJ.EY. 

What shall be the special imputation, against which I 
shall throw myself in these pages, out of the thousand 
and one which my accuser directs upon me ? I mean 
to confine myself to one, /or there is only one about 
which I much care,—the charge of Untruthfulness. 
He may cast upon me as many other imputations as he 
pleases, and they may stick on me, as long as they can, 
in the course of nature. They will fall to the ground 
in their season. 

And indeed I think the same of the charge of 
Untruthfulness, and I select it from the rest, not 
because it is more formidable, but because it is more 
serious. Like the rest, it may disfigure me for a time, 
but it will not stain : Archbishop Whately used to say, 
“Throw dirt enough, and some will stick well, will 
stick, but* not stain. I think he used to mean “ stain,” 
and I do not agree with him. Some dirt sticks longer 
thanother dirt; but no dirt is immortal. According to 
the old saying, Praevalebit Veritas. There are virtues 
indeed, which the world is not fitted to judge about or 
to uphold, §uch as faith, hope, and charity: but it*can m 
judge about Truthfulness ; it can judge about the 
natural virtues, and Truthfulness is one of them. 

67S 
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Natural Virtues may also become supernatural; Truth¬ 
fulness is such ; but that does not withdraw it from 
the jurisdiction of mankind at large. It may be more 
difficult in this or that particular case for men to take 
cognizance of it, as it may be difficult for the Court of 
Queen’s Bench at Westminster to try a case fairly, 
which took place in Hindoostan ; but that is a question 
of capacity, not of right. Mankind has the right to 
judge of Truthfulness in the case of a Catholic, as in 
the case of a Protestant, of an Italian, or of a Chinese. 
I have never doubted, that in my hour, in God’s hour, 
my avenger will appear, and the world will acquit me 
of untruthfulness, even though it be not while I live. 

Still more confident am I of such eventual acquittal, 
seeing that my judges are my own countrymen, i 
think, indeed, Englishmen the most suspicious and 
touchy of mankind ; I think them unreasonable and 
unjust in their seasons of excitement; but I had rather 
be an Englishman, (as in fact I am), than belong to 
any other race under heaven. They are as generous, 
as they are hasty and burly; and their repentance for 
their injustice is greater than their sin. 

For twenty years and more I have borne an imputa¬ 
tion, of which I am $t least as sensitive, who am the 
object of it, as they can be, who are only thC judges. 
I Have not set myself to remove it, first, because 1 
never have had an opening to speak, and, next, because 
I never saw in them £he disposition to hear. I have 
wished to appeal from Philip drunk to Philip sober. 
When shall I pronounce him to be himself apiin ? If I 
"may judge from the tone of the public press, which 
represents the public voice, I have great reason to take 
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heart at this time. I have been treated by contemporary 
critics in this controversy with great fairness and 
gentleness, and I am grateful to them for it. However, 
the decision of the time and mode of my defence has 
been taken out of my hands ; and I am thankful that it 
has been so, I am bound now as a duty to myself, to 
the Catholic cause, to the Catholic Priesthood, to give 
account of myself without any delay, when I am so 
rudely and circumstantially charged with Untruthful- 
ness. I accept the challenge ; I shall do my best to 
meet it, and I shall be content when I have done so.* 


I confine myself then, in these pages, to the charge 
of Untruthfulness ; and I hereby cart away, as so much 
rubbish, the impertinences, with which the Pamphlet of 
Accusation swarms. I shall not think it necessary 
here to examine, whether I am “worked into a pitch 
of confusion,” or have “ carried self-deception to 
perfection,” or am “anxious to show my credulity,” 
or am “in a morbid state of mind,” or “hunger for 
nonsense as my food/' or ‘‘ indulge in subtle paradoxes” 
and “rhetorical exaggerations," or have “eccentricities” 
or teach in a style “utterly beyond” my Accuser’s 
“comprehension,” or create in him “blank astonish¬ 
ment,” or “exalt the magical powers of my Church,” 
or hftre “unconsciously committed myself to a 
statement which strikes at the root of all morality,” 
or “ look down on the Protestant gentry as without 
hope of Heaven, 1 or “had better be sent to the furthest” 
Catholic “mission among the savages of the South 


seas 

or 


than “to teach in an Irish Catholic University,” 
have* “gambled away my reason,” or adopt 


“sophistries,” or have published “sophisms piled 
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upon sophisms,” or have in my sermons “ culminating 
wonders,” or have a “ seemingly sceptical method,” 
or have “ barristerial ability” and “almost boundless 

c 

silliness,” or “make great mistakes,” or am “a subtle 
dialectician,” or perhaps have ‘Most my temper,” or 
“misquote Scripture,” or am “ antiscriptural,” or 
“border very closely on the Pelagian heresy/’—Pp. 
297> 300-304, 308, 311, 312, 313, etc. 

These all are impertinences ; and the list is so long 
that I am almost sorry to have given them room which 
might be better used. However, there they are, or at 
least a portion of them ; and having noticed them thus 
much, I shall notice them no more. 

Coming then to the subject, which is to furnish the 
staple of my publication, the question of my Truthful¬ 
ness, I first direct attention to the passage which the 
Act of Accusation contains atp. 280 and p. 312. I shall 
give my reason presently, why I begin with it. 

My accuser is speaking of my Sermon on Wisdom 
and Innocence, and he says, “ It must be remembered 
always that it is not a Protestant, but a Romish 
sermon.”—P. 280. 

Then at p. 312 he continues, “ Dr. Newman does not 
apply to it that epithet. He called it in his letter to me 
of the 7th of January, (published by him), a ‘Protestant’ 
one. I remarked that, but considered it a mere slip of 
the pen. Besides, I have now nothing to say to that 
letter. It is to his ‘ Reflections,’ in p. 312, \tfhich are 
open ground to me, that I refer. In them he deliber¬ 
ately repeats the epithet ‘ Protestant: ’ only he, in an 
utterly imaginary conversation, puts it into ir$ mouth, 

* yvrhich you preached when a Protestapt.’ 1 call the 
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man who preached that Sermon a Protestant? I 
should have sooner called him a Buddhist. At that 
very lime he was teaching pis disciples to scorn and 
repudiate that name of Protestant, under which, for 
some reason or other, he now finds it convenient to take 
shelter . If he forgets, the world does not, the famous 
article in the British Critic, (the then organ of his 
party), of three years before, July 1847, which, after 
denouncing the name of Protestant, declared the object 
of the party to be none other than the ‘ unprotestantising ’ 
the English Church.’* 

In this passage my accuser asserts or implies, 1. that 
the Sermon, on which he originally grounded his 
slander against me in the January No. of the Magazine, 
was really and in matter of fact a “ Romish” Sermon ; 
2. that I ought in my Pamphlet to have acknowledged 
this fact; 3. that I didn’t. 4. That I actually called it 
instead a Protestant Sermon. 5. That at the time 
when I published it, twenty years ago, I should have 
denied that it was a Protestant Sermon. 6, By con¬ 
sequence, I should in that denial ha^p avowed that it 
was a “Romish” Sermon; 7. and therefore, not only, 
when I was in the Established Church, was I guilty of 
the dishonesty of preaching what # at the time I knew to 
be a “ Bfbmish ” Sermon, but now too, in 1864, 1 have 
committed the additional dishonesty of calling it a 
Protestant Sermon. If my accuser does not mean this, 

I submit to such reparation as I owe him for my 
mistake, but I cannot make out that he means anything 
else. • 

Here are^wo main points to be considered; 1. I in 
1864 have called it a Protestant Sermon. 2. He in 
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1844 and now has styled it a Popish Sermon Let me 
take these two points separately. 

1. Certainly, when 1 w^s in the English Church, I 
did disown the word ** Protestant,” and that, even at 
an earlier date than my Accuser names ; but iust let us 
see whether this fact is anything at all to the purpose 
of his accusation. Last January 7th I spoke to this 
effect: “How can you prove that Father Newman 
informs us of a certain thing about the Roman Clergy,” 
by referring to a Protestant Sermon of the Vicar of 
St. Mary’s? My Accuser answers me thus: “There's 
a quibble ! why, Protestant is not the word which you 
would have used when at St. Mary’s, and yet you use 
it now!” Very true; I do; but what on earth does 
this matter to my argument? how does this word 


“Protestant,” which I used, tend in anv degree to 
make my argument a quibble? What word should I 
have used twenty years ago instead of “Protes¬ 


tant”? “Roman” 


or “Romish”? by no manner of 


means. 

My accuser indeed says that “ it must always be 
remembered that it is not a Protestant but a Romish 
Sermon.” He implies, and, I suppose, he thinks, that 
not to be a Protestant is to be a Roman; he may say 
so, if he pleases, but so did not say that l^fge body 
■who have been called by the name of Tractarians, as 
all the world knows. The movement proceeded cyi the 
very basis of denying that position which # tny Accuser 
takes for granted that I allowed. It ever said, and it 
say$j now, that there is something between Protestant 
'and Romish; that there is a “Via Medifi” which is 
neither the one nor the other. Had I been asked twenty 
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years ago, what the doctrine of the Established Chttrch 
was, I should have answered, “Neither Romish nor 
Protestant, but ‘ Anglican or ‘Anglo-catholic.'” I 
should never have granted that the Sermon was 
Romish; I should have denied, and that with an 
internal denial, quite as much as I do now T , that it 
was a Roman or Romish Sermon. Well then, sub¬ 
stitute the word “Anglican” or “ Anglo-catholic for 
“ Protestant” in my question, and see if the argument 
is a bit the worse for it,—thus: “ How can you prove 
that Father Newman informs us a certain thing about 
the Roman Clergy, by referring to an Anglican or 
Anglo-catholic Sermon of the Vicar of St. Mary's?” 
The cogency of the argument remains just where it 
was. What have I gained in the argument, what has 
he lost, by my having said, not “ an Anglican Sermon,'’ 
but “a Protestant Sermon?” What dust then is he 
throwing into our eyes ! 

For instance: in 1844 I lived at Littlemore; two or 
three miles distant from Oxford; and Littlemore lies in 
three, perhaps in four, distinct parishes, so that of 
particular houses it is difficult to say, whether they are 
in St. Mary’s, Oxford, or in Cowley, or in lffiey, or in 
Sandford, the line of demarcation running even through 
them. ^Now, supposing I were to say in 1864, that 
“ twenty years ago I did not live in Oxford, because I 
Hvq 4 out at Littlemore, in the parish of Cowley;” and 
if upon this there were letters of mine produced dated 
Littlemore, 1844, in one of which I said that “ I lived, 
not in Cowley, but at Littlemore, in St. Mary’s parish,” 
how w r oulci that prove that I contradicted myself, anti 
that therefore after all I must be supposed to have been 
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living in Oxford in 1844? The utmost that would be 
proved by the discrepancy, such as it was, would be, 
that there was some confusion either in me, or in the 
state of the fact as to the limits of the parishes. There 
would be no confusion about the place or spot of my 
residence. I should be saying in 1864, “ I did not live 
in Oxford twenty years ago, because I lived at Little- 
more in the Parish of Cowley.” I should have been 
saying in 1844, “ I do not live in Oxford, because I 
live in St. Mary’s, Littlemore.” In either case I should 
be saying that my habitat in 1844 was not Oxford, but 
Littlemore; and I should be giving the same reason 
for it. I should be proving an alibi. I should be 
naming the same place for the alibi; but twenty 
years ago 1 should have spoken of it as St. Mary’s, 
Littlemore, and to-day I should have spoken of it as 
Littlemore in the Parish of Cowlev. 

And so as to my Sermon; in January, 1864, I called 
it a Protestant Sermon, and not a Roman; but in 1844 
I should, if asked, have called it an Anglican Sermon, 
and not a Roman. t In both cases I should have denied 
that it was Roman, and that on the ground of its being 
something else; though I should have called that 
something else, then by one name, now by another. 
The doctrine of the Via Media is a fact , whatever name 
we give to it; I, as a Roman Priest, find it more 
natural and usual to call it Protestant; I, as an Oxford 
Vicar, thought it more exact to call it Anglican; but, 
whatever I then called it, and whatever I now call it, 

I mean one and the same object by my name, and 
therefore not another object—viz., not the Roman 
Church. The argument, I repeat, is sound, whether 
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the Via Media and the Vicar of St* Mary’s be called 
Anglican or Protestant. 

This is a specimen of wl^t my Acccuser means by 
my 44 Economies;” nay, it is actually one of those 
special two, three, or four, committed after February ist, 
which he thinks sufficient to connect me with the shifty 
casuists and the double-dealing moralists, as he con¬ 
siders them, of the Catholic Church. What a “ Much 
ado about nothing!” 

2. But, whether or no he can prove that I in 1864 
have committed any logical fault in calling my Sermon 
on Wisdom and Innocence a Protestant Sermon, he is 
and has been all along, most firm in the belief himself 
that a Romish Sermon it* is; and this is the point on 
which I wish specially to insist. It is for this cause 
that I made the above extract from his Pamphlet, not 
merely in order to answer him, though, when I had 
made it, I could not pass by the attack on me which it 
contains* 1 shall notice his charges one by one by-and- 
by; but I have made this extract here in order to insist 
and to ,dwell on this phenomenon—vjz., that he does 
consider it an undeniable fact, that the Sermon is 
“Romish,”—meaning by “Romish” not 4 ‘ savouring 
of Romish doctrine” merely, but # “ the work of a real 
Romanist, of a conscious Romanist.” This belief it is 
which leads him to be so severe on me, for now calling 
it 44 frotestant.” He thinks that, whether I have com¬ 
mitted any logical self-contradiction or not, I am very 
well aware that, when I wrote it, I ought to have been 
’elsewhere, that I was a conscious Romanist, teaching 
Romanism;—or if he does not believe this himself, he* 
Wishes others to think so, which comes to the same* 
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thing; certainly I prefer to consider that he thinks so 
himself, but, if he likes the other hypothesis better, he 
is welcome to it. „ 

He believes then so firmly that the Sermon was a 
“ Romish Sermon,” that he pointedly takes it for 
granted, before he has adduced a syllable of proof ot 
the matter of fact. He starts by saying that it is a 
fact to be “remembered.” “It must be remembered 
always” he says, “ that it is not a Protestant, but a 
Romish Sermon,” p. 280. Its Romish parentage is a 
great truth for the memory, not a thesis for inquiry. 
Merely to refer his readers to the Sermon is, he con¬ 
siders, to secure them on his side. Hence it is that, in 
his letter of January 18th, he said to me, “ It seems to 
me that by referring publicly to the Sermon on which 
my allegations are founded, I have given every one an 
opportunity of judging of their injustice ,” that is, an 
opportunity of seeing that they are transparently just. 
The notion of there being a Via Media , held all along 
by a large party in the Anglican Church, and now at 
least not less than at any former lime, is too subtle for 
his intellect. Accordingly, he thinks it was an allow¬ 
able figure of speech,—not more, I suppose, than an 
“ hyperbole,”-- - when ^referring to a Sermon of the Vicar 
of St. Mary’s in the Magazine, to say that it^was the 
writing of a Roman Priest; and as to serious arguments 
to prove the point, why, they may indeed be necessary, 
as a matter of form, in an Act of Accusatfon, such as 
his Pamphlet, but they are superfluous to the good 
sen^jp of any one who will only just look into the matter 
^himself. ° 

Now, with respect to the so-called arguments which 
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be ventures to put forward in proof that the Sermon is 
Romish, I shall answer them, together with all his 
other arguments, in the lattgr portion of this Reply; 
here I do but draw the attention of the reader, as I 
have said already, to the phenomenon itself, which he 
exhibits, of an unclouded confidence that the Sermon is 
the writing of a virtual member of the Roman com¬ 
munion, and 1 do so because it has made a great 
impression on my own mind, and has suggested to me 
the course that I shall pursue in my answer to him. 

I say, he takes it for granted that the Sermon is the 
writing of a virtual or actual, of a conscious Roman 
Catholic; and is impatient at the very notion of having 
to prove it. Father Newman and the Vicar of St. 
Mary’s are one and the same: there has been no change 
of mind in him; what he believed then he believes now, 
and what he believes now he believed then. To dispute 
this is frivolous; to distinguish between his past self 
and his present is subtlety, and to ask for proof of 
their identity is seeking opportunity to be sophistical. 
This writer really thinks that he acts a straightforward 
honest part, when he says “ A Catholic Priest informs 
us in his Sermon on Wisdom and Innocence preached 
at St. Mary’s,” and he thinks that I am the shuffler and 
quibbler®when I forbid him to do so. So singular a 
phenomenon in a man of undoubted ability has struck 
me forcibly, and I shall pursue the train of thought 
which it opefhs. 

It is not he alone who entertains, and has enter¬ 
tained, such an opinion of me and my writings. Jt is 
the impression of large classes of men; the impression' 
twenty years ago and the impression now. There has 
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been a general feeling that I was for years where I had 
no right to be; that I was a <c Romanist^ln Protestant 
livery and service, that j. was doing the work Of a 
hostile Church in the bosom of the English Establish- 
metill and knew it, or ought to Have known it. There 
was no need of arguing about particular passages in 
my writings, when the fact was so patent, as men 
thought it to be* 

First it was certain, and I could not myself deny it, 
that I scouted the name “ Protestant*” It was certain 
again,, that many of the doctrines which I professed 
were popularly and generally known as badges of the 
Homan Church, as distinguished from the faith of the 
Reformation. Next, how could I have come by them? 
Evidently, I had certain friends and advisers who did 
not appear; there was some underground communi¬ 
cation between Stonyhurst or Oscott and my rooms 
at Oriel. Beyond a doubt, I was advocating certain 
doctrines, hot by accident, but on an understanding 
with ecclesiastics of the old religion. Then men went 
further, and said that I had actually been received into 
that religion, ani withal had leave given me to profess 
myself a Protestant still. Others went even further, 
and gave it out to |he world, as a matter of fact, of 
which they themselves had the proof in theb hands, 
that I was actually a Jesuit. And when the opinions 
which I advocated spread, and younger men went 
further than I, the feeling against me waxfed stronger 
and took a wider range. 

Apd now indignation arose at the knavery Of a 
‘conspiracy such as this:—and it became 3£ course all 
the greater, in consequence of its being the received 
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belief of the public at large, that craft and intrigue, 
f 'sJUcta as they fancied they beheld with their own eyes, 
were the very instruments to which the Catholic 
Church has in these last centuries been indebted for 
her maintenance and extension. . 

-There was another circumstance still, which increased 
the irritation and aversion felt by the large classes, of 
whom I have been speaking, as regards the preachers 
0 ,rdoctrines, so new to them and so unpalatable; and 
that was, that they developed them in so measured a 
way. If they were inspired by Roman theologians 
(and this was taken for granted), why did they not 
speak out at once ? Why did they keep the world in 
such suspense and anxiety as to what was coming next, 
and what was to be the upshot of the whole? Why 
this reticence, and half-speaking, and apparent in¬ 
decision? It was plain that the plan of operations had 
been carefully mapped out from the first, and that these 
men were cautiously advancing towards its accomplish¬ 
ment, as Far as was safe at the moment; that their aim 
and their hope was to carry off a large body with them 
of the young and the ignorant; • that they meant 
gradually to leaven the minds- of the rising generation, 
and to open the gate of that city, of which they were 
the swprn defenders, to the enetny who lay in ambush 
outside of it. And when in spite of the many pro¬ 
testations of the party to the contrary, there was at 
length an. actual movement among their disciples, and 
one went over to Rome, and then another, the worst 
anticipations and the worst judgments which had been 
formed of^hem received their justification. And,lastly, 
when men first had said of me, “You will see, he will 

!•—3 
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go, he is only biding his time, he is waiting the word 
of command from Rome,” and, when after all, after 
my arguments and denunciations of former years, at 
length I did leave the Anglican Church for the Roman, 
then they said to each other, “It is just as we said: 1 
told you so,” 

This was the state of mind of masses of men twenty 
years ago, who took no more than an external and 
common-sense view of what was going on. And partly 
the tradition, partly the effect of that feeling, remains 
to the present time. Certainly I consider that, in my 
own case, it is the great obstacle in the way of my 
being favourably heard, as at present, when I have to 
make my defence. Not only am I now a member of a 
most un-English communion, whose great aim is con¬ 
sidered to be the extinction of Protestantism and the 
Protestant Church, and whose means of attack are 
popularly supposed to be unscrupulous cunning and 
deceit, but besides, how came I originally to have any 
relations with the Church of Rome at all ? did I, or my 
opinions, drop from the sky? how came 1, in Oxford, in 
grcmio Universitdtis , to present myself to the eyes of 
men in that full-blown investure of Popery? How 
could I dare, how could i have the conscience, with 
warnings, with prophecies, with accusations against me, 
to persevere in a path which steadily advanced towards, 
which ended in, the religion of Rome? And how am I 
now to be trusted, when long ago I was trusted,°and 
was found wanting ? 

It is this which is the strength of the case of my 
Accuser against me ;—not his arguments inAhemselves, 
which I shall easily crumble into dust, but the bias of 
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the court. It is the state of the atmosphere ; it is the 
vibration all around which will more or less echo his 
assertion of my dishonesty; it is that prepossession 
against me, which takes it for granted that, when my 
reasoning is convincing it is only ingenious, and that 
when my statements are unanswerable, there is always 
something put out of sight or hidden in my sleeve ; it is 
that plausible, but cruel conclusion to which men are so 
apt to jump, that when much is imputed, something 
must be true, and that it is more likely that one should 
be to blame, than that many should be mistaken in* 
blaming him ;—these are the real foes which I have to 
fight, and the auxiliaries to whom my Accuser makes 
his court. 

Well, I must break through this barrier of prejudice 
against me, if I can ; and I think I shall be able to do 
so. When first I read the Pamphlet of Accusation, 

I almost despaired of meeting effectively such a heap of 
misrepresentation and such a vehemence of animosity. 
What was the good of answering first one point, and 
then another, and going through the whole circle of its 
abuse; when my answer to the first f point would be 
forgotten, as soon as I got to the second? What was 
the .use of bringing out half a hundred separate princi¬ 
ples or ^*iews for the refutation of the separate counts 
in the Indictment, when rejoinders of this sort would 
but confuse and torment the reader by their number and 
their diversity? What hope was there of condensing 
into a pamphlet of a readable length, matter which 
ought freely to expand itself into half a dozen volunjes ? 
What mean^was there, except the expenditure of inter-* 
minable pages, to set right even one of that series of 
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“single passing hints,” to use my Assailant’s own 
language, which, “as with his finger tip, he had 
delivered” against me? « 

All those separate charges of his had their force in 
being illustrations of one and the same great imputa¬ 
tion. He had a positive idea to illuminate his whole 
matter, and to stamp it with a form, and to quicken it 
with an interpretation. He called me a liar ,—a simple, 
a broad, an intelligible, to the English public a plausible 
arraignment; but for me, to answer in detail charge 
one by reason one, and charge two by reason two, 
and charge three by reason three, and so to proceed 
through the whole string both of accusations and 
replies, each of which was to be independent of the rest, 
this would be certainly labour lost as regards any 
effective result. What I needed was a corresponding 
antagonist unity in my defence, and where was that to 
be found? We see, in the case of commentators on 
the prophecies of Scripture, an exemplification of the 
principle on which I am insisting; viz., how much more 
powerful even a^ false interpretation of the sacred text 
is than none at all;—how a certain key to the visions of 
the Apocalypse, for instance, may cling to the mind-^ 
(I have found it so in my own case),—mainly because 
they are positive and objective, in spite of the fullest 
demonstration that they really have no claim upon our 
belief. The reader says, “ What else can the prophecy 
mean?” just as my accuser asks, “What, then, does 
Mr. Newman mean?” ... I reflected, and I saw a 
way out of my perplexity. 

Yes, I said to myself, his very questioners about my 
meaning; “What does Dr. Newman mean?” It 



TRUE MODE OF MEETING MR. KINGSIiEY. 3 J 


pointed in the very same direction as that into which my 
musings had turned me already. He asks what 1 mean; 
not about my words, not qj?out my arguments, not 
about my actions, as his ultimate point, but about that 
living intelligence, by which I write, and argue, and 
act. He asks about my Mind and its Beliefs and its 
Sentiments; and he shall be answered;—not for his 
own sake, but for mine, for the sake of the Religion 
which I profess, and of the Priesthood in which I am 
unworthily included, and of my friends and of my foes, 
and of that general public which consists of neither one 
nor the other, but of well-wishers, lovers of fair-play, 
sceptical cross-questioners, interested inquirers, curious 
lookers-on, and simple strangers, unconcerned yet not 
careless about the issue. 

My perplexity did not last half-an-hour. I recog¬ 
nized what I had to do, though I shrank from both the 
task and the exposure which it would entail. I must, I 
said, give the true key to my whole life ; I must show 
what I am that it may be seen what I am not, and that 
the phantom may be extinguished which gibbers instead 
of me. I wish to be known as a living man, and not as 
a scarecrow which is dressed up in my clothes. False 
ideas may be refuted indeed by argument, but by true 
ideas altihie are they expelled. I will vanquish, not my 
Accuser, but my judges. I will indeed answer his 
charges and criticisms on me one by one, lest any one 
should say that they are unanswerable, but such a work 
shall not be the scope nor the substance of my reply. 

I will draw out, as far as may be, the history of my 
mind ; I will Estate the point at which I began, in what* 
external suggestion or accident each opinion had its 
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rise, how far and how they were developed from within, 
how they grew, Were modified, were combined, were in 
collision with each otheK, and were changed ; again 
how I conducted myself towards them, and how, and 
how far, and for how long a time, I thought I could hold 
them consistently with the ecclesiastical engagements 
which I had made and with the position which I filled. 
I must show—what is the very truth—that the doctrines 
which I held, and have held for so many years, have 
been taught me (speaking humanly) partly by the 
suggestions of Protestant friends, partly by the teach¬ 
ing of books, and partly by the action .of my own mind: 
and thus 1 shall account for that phenomenon which to 
so many seems so wonderful, that I should have left 
“my kindred and my father’s house” for a Church 
from which once I turned away with dread ; so wonder¬ 
ful to them! as if forsooth a Religion which has 
flourished through so many ages, among so many 
nations, amid such varieties of social life, in such con¬ 
trary classes and conditions of men, and after so many 
revolutions, political and civil, could not subdue the 
reason and overcome the heart, without the aid of 
fraud and the sophistries of the schools. 

« 

What I had proposed to myself in the coursl of half- 
an-hour, I determined on at the end of ten days. How¬ 
ever, I have many difficulties in fulfilling my design. 
How am I to say all that has to be said in a reasonable 
compass ? And then as to the materials of my narra¬ 
tive,; I have no autobiographical notes to consult, no 
* written explanations of particular treatises or of tracts 
which at the time gave offence, hardly any minutes of 
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definite transactions or conversations, and few con¬ 
temporary memoranda, I fear, of the feeling's or motives 
under which from time to *time I acted. I have an 
abundance of letters from friends with some copies or 
drafts of my answers to them, but they are for the most 
part unsorted, and, till this process has taken place, 
they are even too numerous and various to be available 
at a moment for my purpose. Then, as to the volumes 
which I have published, they would in many ways serve 
me were I well up in them; but though I took great 
pains in their composition, 1 have thought little about 
them, when they were at length out of my hands, and, 
for the most part, the last time I read them has been 
when I revised their proctf-sheets. 

Under these circumstances my sketch will, of course, 
be incomplete. I now for the first time contemplate my 
course as a whole; it is a first essay, but it will contain, 
I trust, no serious or substantial mistake, and so far 
will answer the purpose for which I write it. I purpose 
to set nothing down in it as certain for which I have 
not a clear memory, or some written memorial, or the 
corroboration of some friend. There are witnesses 
enough up and down the country to verify, or correct, 
or complete it; and letters, moreover, of my own in 
abunddlhce, unless they have been destroyed. 

Moreover, I mean to be simply personal and his¬ 
torical: I am not expounding Catholic doctrine, I am 
doing no more than explaining myself, and my opinions 
and actions. I wish, as far as I am able, simply to 
state facts, whether they are ultimately determined to 
be for me of against me. Of course there will be roorfi 
enough for contrariety of judgment among my readers 
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as to the necessity, or appositeness, or value, oi good 
taste, or religious prudence of the details which I shall 
introduce. I may be accused of laying stress on little 
things, of being beside the mark, of going into im¬ 
pertinent or ridiculous details, of sounding my own 
praise, of giving scandal; but this is a case above all 
others, in which I am bound to follow my own lights 
and to speak out my own heart. It is not at all pleasant 
for me to be egotistical, nor to be criticized for being 
so. It is not pleasant to reveal to high and low, young 
and old, what has gone on within me from my early 
years. It is not pleasant to be giving to every shallow 
or flippant disputant the advantage over me of knowing 
my most private thoughts—I might even say the inter¬ 
course between myself and my Maker. But I do not 
like to be called to my face a liar and a knave, nor 
should I be doing my duty to my faith or to my name if 
I were to suffer it. I know I have done nothing to 
deserve such an insult; and if I prove this, as I hope to 
do, I must not care for such incidental annoyances as 
are? involved in th§ process. 



PART HI. 


HISTORY OF MY RELIGIOUS OPINIONS. 

It may be easily conceived how great a trial it is to 
me to write the following history of myself; but I must 
not shrink from the task. The words, “ Secretum 
meum mihi,” keep ringing in my ears ; but as men 
draw towards their end, they care less for disclosures. 
Nor is it the least part of my trial, to anticipate that 
my friends may, upon first reading what I have written, 
consider much in it irrelevant to my purpose ; yet I 
cannot help thinking that, viewed as a whole, it will 
effect what I wish it to do. 

I was brought up from a child to take great delight 
in reading the Bible; but 1 had no formed religious 
convictions till I was fifteen. Of course I had perfect 
knowledge of my Catechism. 

After 5 was grown up, I put on paper such recollec¬ 
tions as 1 had of my thoughts and feelings on religious 
subjects, at the time that I was a child and a boy. Out 
of these I select two, which are at once the most 
definite among them, and also have a bearing on my 
later convictions. , 

In the papfer to which I have referred, written either’* 
in the Long Vacation of 1820, or in October, 1823, the 
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following notices of my school-days were sufficiently 
prominent in my memory for me to consider them worth 
recording:—“I used to wish the Arabian Tales were 
true : my imagination ran on unknown influences, on 

magical powers, and talismans.I thought 

life might be a dream, or 1 an Angel, and all this world 
a deception, my fellow-angels by a playful device con¬ 
cealing themselves from me, and deceiving me with the 
semblance of a material world.” 

Again, ‘‘Reading in the Spring of 1816 a sentence 
from [Dr. Watt’s] ‘ Remnants of Time,’ entitled ‘ the 
Saints unknown to the world,’ to the effect, that ‘ there 
is nothing in their figure or countenance to distinguish 
them,’ etc., etc., I suppose he spoke of Angels who lived 
in the world, as it were disguised.” 

The other remark is this: “1 was very superstitious, 
and for some time previous to my conversion ” [when 
I was fifteen] “ used constantly to cross myself on 
going into the dark.” 

Of course I must have got this practice from some 
external source or other; but I can make no sort of 
conjecture whence; and certainly no one had ever 
spoken to me on the subject of the Catholic religion, 
which I only knew by name. The French master was 
an (hnigrc Priest, but he was simply made a^butt, as 
French masters too commonly were in that day, and 
spoke English very imperfectly. There was a Catholic 
family in the village, old maiden ladies we used to 
think; but I knew nothing but their name. I have of 
late^years heard that there were one or two Catholic 
^boys in the school; but either we were Carefully kept 
from knowing this, or the knowledge of it made simply 
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no impression on our minds. My brother will bear 
witness how free the school was from Catholic ideas. 

I had once been into Warwick Street Chapel, with 
my father, who, I believe, wanted to hear some piece 
of music ; all that I bore away from it was the recollec¬ 
tion of a pulpit and a preacher and a boy swinging a 
censer. 

When I was at Littlemore, I was looking over, old 
copy-books of my school-days, and I found among them 
my first Latin verse-book ; and in the first page of it, 
there was a device which almost took my breath away 
with surprise. I have the book before me now, and 
have just been showing it to others. I have written in 
the first page, in my schdol-boy hand, “John H. New¬ 
man, February nth, 1811, Verse Book;” then follow 
my first Verses. Between “Verse” and “Book” I 
have drawn the figure of a solid cross upright, and ne*t 
to it is, what may indeed be meant for a necklace, but 
what I cannot make out to be anything else than a set 
of beads suspended, with a little cross attached. At 
this time I was not quite ten years gld. I suppose I 
got the idea from some romance, Mrs. Radcliflfe’s or 
Miss Porter’s ; or from some religious picture; but the 
strange thing is, how, among .the thousand objects 
which ririeet a boy’s eyes, these in particular should so 
have fixed themselves in my mind, that I made them 
thu§ practically my own. I am certain there was 
nothing in the churches I attended, or the prayer-books 
I read, to suggest them. It must be recollected that 
churches and prayer books were not decorated in Jhose 
days as I believe they are now. 

When I was fourteen, 1 read Paine’s Tracts against 
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the Old Testament, and found pleasure in thinking 1 pf 
the objections which were contained in them. Also, I 
read some of Hume’s Essays; and perhaps that on 
Miracles. So at least I gave my father to understand ; 
but perhaps it was a brag. Also, I recollect copying 
out some French verses, perhaps Voltaire’s, against the 
immortality of the soul, and saying to myself something 
like “ How dreadful, but how plausible ! ” 

When I was fifteen, (in the autumn of 1816,) a great 
change of thought took place in me. I fell under the 
influences of a definite Creed, and received into my 
intellect impressions of dogma, which, through God’s 
mercy have never been effaced or obscured. Above 
and beyond the conversations and sermons of the 
excellent man, long dead, who was the human means 
of this beginning of divine faith in me, was the effect of 
the books which he put into my hands, all of the school 
of Calvin. One of the first books I read, was a work 
of Romaine’s; I neither recollect the title nor the 
contents, except one doctrine, which of course I do not 
include among those which I believe to have come from 
a divine source—viz,, the doctrine of final perseverance. 

I received it at once, and believed that the inward 
conversion of which I was conscious, (and of which I 
still am more certain than that I have hands afld feet,) 
would last into the next life, and that I was elected to 
eternal glory, I have no consciousness that this belief 
had any tendency whatever to lead me to be careless 
about pleasing God. 1 retained it till the age of twenty- 
one, yrhen it gradually faded away; but I believe that 
it had some influence on my opinions, in fhe direction 
of those childish imaginations which I have already 
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mentioned—viz., in isolating me from the objects which 
surrounded me, in confirming me in my mistrust of the 
reality of material phenomena, and making me rest in 
the thought of two and two only supreme and lumin¬ 
ously self-evident beings, myself and my Creator;—for 
while I considered myself predestined to salvation, 
I thought others simply passed over, not predestined to 
eternal death. I only thought of the mercy to myself. 

The detestable doctrine last mentioned is simply 
denied and abjured, unless my memory strangely 
deceives me, by the writer who made a deeper im¬ 
pression on my mind than any other, and to whom 
(humanly speaking) I almost owe my soul,—Thomas 
Scott of Aston Sandford? I so admired and delighted 
in his writings, that, when I was an undergraduate, I 
thought of making a visit to his Parsonage, in order to 
see a man whom I so deeply revered. I hardly think I 
could have given up the idea of this expedition, even 
after I had taken my degree; for the news of his death 
in 1821 came upon me as a disappointment as well as a 
sorrow. I hung upon the lips of Daniel Wilson, after¬ 
wards Bishop of Calcutta, as in two sermons at St. 
John’s Chapel he gave the history of Scott’s life and 
death. 1 had been possessed of Ijis Essays from a boy; 
his Cdhimentary I bought when I was an under¬ 
graduate. 

\yhat, I suppose, will strike any reader of Scott’s 
history and writings, is his bold unworldliness and 
vigorous independence of mind. He followed truth 
wherever it led him, beginning with Unitarianisn^, and 
ending in a* zealous faith in the Holy Trinity. It wa% 
he who first planted deep in my mind that fundamental 
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Truth of religion. With the assistance of Scott’s 
Essays, and the admirable work of Jones of Nayland, I 
made a collection of Scrjpture texts in proof of the 
doctrine, with remarks (I think) of my own upon them, 
before I was sixteen; and a few months later I drew 
up a series of texts in support of each verse of the 
Athanasian Creed. These papers I have still. 

Besides his unworldliness, what I also admired in 
Scott was his resolute opposition to Anti-nomianism, 
and the minutely practical character of his writings. 
They show him to be a true Englishman, and I deeply 
felt his influence; and for years I used almost as 
proverbs what I considered to be the scope and issue of 
his doctrine, “Holiness before peace,” and “Growth 
is the only evidence of life.” 

Calvinists make a sharp separation between the elect 
and the world ; there is much in this that is parallel 
or cognate to the Catholic doctrine; but they go on 
to say, as I understand them, very differently from 
Catholicism,—that the converted and the unconverted 
can be discriminated by man, that the justified are 
conscious of their state of justification, and that the 
regenerate cannot fall away. Catholics on the other 
hand shade and soften the awful antagonism between 
good and evil, which is one of their dogmas, beholding 
that there are different degrees of justification, that 
there is a great difference in point of gravity between 
sin and sin, that there is the possibility and the danger 
of falling away, and that there is no certain knowledge 
given to any one that he is simply in a state of grace, 
land much less that he is to persevere to *he endof 
the Calvinistic tenets the only one which took root in 
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my mind was the fact of heaven and hell, divine favour 
and divine wrath, of the justified and the unjustified. 
The notion that the regenerate and the justified were 
one and the same, and that the regenerate, as such, 
had the gift of perseverance, remained with me not 
many years, as I have said already. 

This main Catholic doctrine of the warfare between 
the city of God and the powers of darkness was also 
deeply impressed upon my mind by a work of a very 
opposite character, Law’s “ Serious Call.” 

From this time I have given a full inward assent and* 
belief to the doctrine of eternal punishment, as delivered 
by our Lord Himself, in as true a sense as I hold that 
of eternal happiness; thoilgh I have tried in various 
ways to make that truth less terrible to the reason. 

Now I come to two other works, which produced a 
deep impression on me in the same autumn of 1816, 
when 1 was fifteen years old, each contrary to each, 
and planting in me the seeds of an intellectual incon¬ 
sistency which disabled me for a long course of years. 

I read Joseph Milner’s Church History, and was nothing 
short of enamoured of the long extracts from St. 
Augustine and the other Fathers which I found there. 

I read them as being the religion of the primitive 
Christian*: but simultaneously with Milner I read 
Newton on the Prophecies, and in consequence became 
most firmly convinced that the Pope was the Antichrist 
predicted by Daniel, St. Paul, and St. John. My 
imagination was stained by the effects of this doctrine 
up to the year 1843; it had been obliterated from my 
* reason and judgment at an earlier date; but the 
..thought remained upon me as a sort of false con- 
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science. Hence came that conflict of mind, which so 
many have felt besides myself;—leading some men to 
make a compromise between two ideas, so inconsistent 
with each other,—driving others to beat out the one 
idea or the other from their minds,—and ending in my 
own case, after many years of intellectual unrest, in 
the gradual decay and extinction of one of them,—I do 
not say in its violent death, for why should I not have 
murdered it sooner, if I murdered it at all ? 

I am obliged to mention, though I do it with great 
reluctance, another deep imagination, which at this 
time, the autumn of 1816, took possession of me,— 
there can be no mistake about the fact;—viz,, that it 
was the will of God that I should lead a single life. 
This anticipation, which has held its ground almost 
continuously ever since,—with the break of a month 
now and a month then, up to 1829, anc U after that 
date, without any break at all,—was more or less 
connected, in my mind, with the notion that my calling 
in life would require such a sacrifice as celibacy 
involved ; as, for instance, missionary work among the 
heathen, to wliich I had a great drawing for some 
years. It also strengthened my feeling of separation 
from the visible world, of which I have spoken above. 

In 1822 I came under very different influences from 
those to which I had hitherto been subjected. At that 
time, Mr. Whately, as he was then, afterwards* Arch¬ 
bishop of Dublin, for the few months he remained in 
Oxford, which he was leaving for good, showed great 
kindness to me. He renewed it in *825, when he* 
became Principal of Alban Hall, making me his Vice- 
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Principal and Tutor. -Of Dr. Whately I will speak 
presently, for from 1822 to 1825 I saw most of the 
present Provost of Oriel, Dr. Hawkins, at that time 
Vicar of St. Mary’s ; and, whCn I took orders in 1824 
and had a curacy at Oxford, then, during the Long 
Vacations, I was especially thrown into his company. 
I can say with a full heart that I love him, and have 
never ceased to love him ; and I thus preface what 
otherwise might sound rude, that in the course of the 
many years in which we were together afterwards, he 
provoked me very much from time to time, though I 
am perfectly certain that I have provoked him a great 
deal more, Moreover, in me such provocation was 
unbecoming, both becausp he was the Head of my 
College, and because in the first years that I knew him, 
he had been in many ways of great service to my mind. 

He was the first who taught me to weigh my words 
and to be cautious in my statements. He led me to 
that mode of limiting and clearing my sense in dis¬ 
cussion and in controversy, and of distinguishing 
between cognate ideas, and of obviating mistakes by 
anticipation, which to my surprise *has been since 
considered, even in quarters friendly to me, to savour 
of the polemics of Rome. He is a man of most exact 
mind hjpiself, and he used to snub me severely, on 
reading, as he was kind enough to do, the first Sermons 
that I wrote, and other compositions which I was 
engaged upon. 

Then as to doctrine, he was the means of great 
additions to my belief. As I have noticed elsewhere, 
he gave me the “Treatise on Apostolical Preachgig,'’ 
by Sumner, afterwards Archbishop of Canterbury, from 

.1-4 
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which I learned to give up my remaining Calvinism, 
and to receive the doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration. 
In many other ways tpo he was of use to me, on 
subjects semi-religious and semi-scholastic. 

It was Dr. Hawkins too who taught me to anticipate 
that, before many years were over, there would be an 
attack made upon the books and the canon of Scripture. 
I was brought to the same belief by the conversation of 
Mr. Blanco White, who also led me to have freer views 
on the subject of inspiration than were usual in the 
Church of England at the time. 

There is one other principle, which I gained from 
Dr. Hawkins, more directly bearing upon Catholicism, 
than any that I have mentioned; and that is the 
doctrine of Tradition. When I was an Undergraduate, 
I heard him preach in the University Pulpit his cele¬ 
brated sermon on the subject, and recollect how long it 
appeared to me, though he was at that time a very 
striking preacher ; but, when I read it and studied it as 
his gift, it made a most serious impression upon me. 
He does not go one step, I think, beyond the high 
Anglican doctrine, nay he does not reach it; but he 
does his work thoroughly, and his view was original 
with him, and his subject was a novel one at the time. 
He lays down a proposition, self-evident as soon as 
stated, to those who have at all examined the structure 
of Scripture—viz., that the sacred text was never 
intended to teach doctrine, but only to prove it^' and 
that, if we would learn doctrine, we must have recourse 
to the formularies of the Church; for instance to the 
• Catechism, and to the Creeds. He cdhsiders, that, 
after learning from them the doctrines of Christianity, 
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the inquirer must verify them by Scripture. This view, 

most true in its outline, most fruitful in its con- 

* 

sequences, opened upon me^a large field of thought. 
Dr. Whately held it too. One of its effects was 
to strike at the root of the principle on which the 
Bible Society was set up. I belonged to its Oxford 
Association ; it became a matter of time when I should 
withdraw my name from its subscriptioa 4 ist, though I 
did not do so at once. 

It is with pleasure that I pay here a tribute to the 
memory of the Rev. William James, then Fellow of 
Oriel; who, about the year 1823, taught me the 
doctrine of Apostolical Succession, in the course of 
a walk, I think, round*Christ Church meadow: I 
recollect being somewhat impatient on the subject at 
the time. 

It was at about this date, I suppose, that I read 
Bishop Butler’s Analogy ; the study of which has been 
to so many, as it was to me, an era in their religious 
opinions. Its inculcation of a visible Church, the 
oracle of truth and a pattern of sanctity, of the duties 
of external religion, and of the historical character of 
Revelation, are characteristics of this great work which 
strike the reader at once ; for myself, if I may attempt 
to determine what I most gained from it, it lay in two 
points, which I shall have an opportunity of dwelling 
on in the sequel; they are the underlying principles of 
a great portion of my teaching. First, the very idea of 
an analogy between the separate works of God leads 
to the conclusion that the system which is of less 
importance *is economically or sacramentally connected 
with the more momentous system, and of this con- 
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elusion the theory, to which I was inclined as a boy— 
viz., the unreality of material phenomena, is an ultimate 
resolution. At this time I diti not make the distinction 
between matter itself anci its phenomena, which is so 
necessary and so obvious in discussing the subject. 
Secondly, Butler’s doctrine that Probability is the guide 
of life, led me, at least under the teaching to which a 
few years later I was introduced, to the question of the 
logical cogency of Faith, on which I have written 
so much. Thus to Butler I trace those two principles 
of my teaching, which have led to a charge against me 
both of fancifulnes, and of scepticism. 

And now as to Dr. Whately. I owe him a great 
deal. He was a man of generous and warm heart. 
He was particularly loyal to his friends, and to use the 
common phrase, “all his geese were swans.” While 
I was still awkward and timid in 1822, he took me by 
the hand, and acted the part to me of a gentle and 
encouraging instructor. He, emphatically, opened my 
mind, and taught me to think and to use my reason. 
After being first noticed by him in 1822, I became 
very intimate with him in 1825, when I was his Vice- 
Principal at Alban Hall. 1 gave up that office in 1826, 
when I became Tutor of my College, and his hold 
upon me gradually relaxed. He had done his work 
towards me or nearly so, when he had taught me to 
see with my own eyes and to walk with my own feet. 
Not that I had not a good deal to learn from others 
still, but I influenced them as well as they me, and 
co-operated rather than merely concurred with them. 
As to Dr. Whately, his mind was too different from 
mine for us to remain long on one line. I recollect 
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how dissatisfied he was with an Article of mine in 
the London Review, wjiich Bianco White, good- 
humouredly, only called Platonic. When I was diverg¬ 
ing from him (which he did not like), I thought of my 
dedicating my first book to him, in words to the effect 
that he had not only taught me to think, but to think 
for myself. He left Oxford in 1831 ; after that, as far 
as I can recollect, I never saw him but twice,—when-he 
visited the University; once in the street, once in a 
room. From the time that he left, I have always felt a 
real affection for what I must call his memory; for 
thenceforward he made himself dead to me. Mv reason 
told me that it was impossible that we could have got 
on together longer; yet I loved him too much to bid 
him farewell without pain. After a few years had 
passed, I began to believe that his influence on me in a 
higher respect than intellectual advance, (I will not say 
through his fault,) had not been satisfactory. I believe 
that he has inserted sharp things in his later works 
about me. They have never come in my way, and I 
have not thought it necessary to see^ out what would 
pain me so much in the reading. 

What he did for me in point of religious opinion, was 
first to teach me the existence of the Church, as a 
substantive body or corporation ; next to fix in me 
those anti-Erastian views of Church polity, which were 
one of the most prominent features of the Tractarian 
movement. On this point, and, as far as I know, on 
this point alone, he and Hurrell Froude intimately 
sympathized, though Froude’s development of opinion 
here was of*a later date. In the year 1826, in the 
course of a walk he said much to me about a .work then 
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just published* called “Letters on the Church by an 
Episcopalian.” He said that it would make my blood 
boil. It was certainly almost powerful composition. 
One of our common friends told me, that, after reading 
it, he could not keep still, but went on walking up and 
down his room. It was ascribed at once to Whately; 
I gave eager expression to the contrary opinion; but I 
found the belief of Oxford in the affirmative to be too 
strong for me; rightly or wrongly I yielded to the 
general voice ; and I have never beard, then or since, 
of any disclaimer of authorship on the part of Dr. 
Whately. 

The main positions of this able essay are these ; first 
that Church and State should be independent of each 
other:—he speaks of the duty of protesting “against 
the profanation of Christ’s kingdom, by that double 
usurpation , the interference of the Church in temporals, 
of the State in spirituals,” p. 191 ,* and, secondly, that 
the Church may justly and by right retain its property, 
though separated from the State. “The clergy,” he 
says p. 133, “though they ought not to be the hired 
servants of the Civil Magistrate, may justly retain their 
revenues ; and the State, though it has no right of 
interference in spiritual concerns, not only is justly 
entitled to support from the ministers of religion, and 
from all other Christians, but would, under the system 
I am recommending, obtain it much more effectually,” 
The author of this work, whoever he may be, argues 
out both these points with great force and ingenuity, 
and ^with a thorough-going vehemence, which perhaps 
Ve may refer to the circumstance, that he Vrote, not in 
proprid persona, but in the professed character of a 
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Scotch Episcopalian. His work had a gradual, but a 
deep effect on my mind. 

I am not aware of any oth^f; religious opinion which 
I owe to Dr. Whately. For his special theological 
tenets I had no sympathy. In the next year, 1827, he 
told me he considered that I was Arianizing. The case 
was this: though at that time 1 had not read Bishop 
Bull's Defensio nor the Fathers, I was just then very 
strong for that ante-Nicene view of the Trinitarian 
doctrine, which some writers, both Catholic and non- 
Catholic, have accused of wearing a sort of Ariaa 
exterior. This is the meaning of a passage in Froude’s 
Remains, in which he seems to accuse me of speaking 
against the Athanasian Creed. I had contrasted the 
two aspects of the Trinitarian doctrine, which are 
respectively presented by the Athanasian Creed and the 
Nicene. My criticisms were to the effect that some of 
the verses of the former Creed were unnecessarily 
scientific. This is a specimen of a certain disdain for 
antiquity which had been growing on me now for 
several years. It showed itself in some flippant 
language against the Fathers in tffe Encyclopaedia 
Metropolitana, about whom I knew little at the time, 
except what I had learnt as a bojr from Joseph Milner. 
In writing on the Scripture Miracles in 1825-6, I had 
read Middleton on the Miracles of the early Church, 
and had imbibed a portion of his spirit. 

Tfie truth is, I was beginning to prefer intellectual 
excellence to moral; I was drifting in the direction of 
liberalism. I was rudely awakened from my dream at 
the end of *1827 by two great blows—-illness* and 
bereavement, 
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In the beginning of 1829 came the formal break 
between Dr. Whately and me; Mr. Peel’s attempted 
re-election was the occasion of it. I think in 1828 or 
1827 I had voted in the minority, when the Petition to 
Parliament against the Catholic Claims was brought 
into Convocation. 1 did so mainly on the views 
suggested to me by the theory of the Letters of an 
Episcopalian. Also I disliked the bigoted “two bottle 
- orthodox,” as they were invidiously called. I took 
part against Mr. Peel, on a simple academical, not at 
all an ecclesiastical or a political ground ; and this I 
professed at the time. I considered that Mr. Peel had 
taken the University by surprise, that he had no right 
to call upon us to turn round on a sudden, and to 
expose ourselves to the imputation of time-serving, and 
that a great University ought not to be bullied even by 
a great Duke of Wellington. Also by this time 1 was 
under the influence of Keble and Fronde; who, in 
addition to the reasons I have given, disliked the 
Duke's change of policy as dictated by liberalism. 

Whately was ^considerably annoyed at me, and he 
took a humorous revenge, of which he had given me 
due notice beforehand. As head of a house, he had 
duties of hospitality to men of all parties ; he asked a 
set of the least intellectual men in Oxford to dinner, 
and men most fond of port; he made me one of the 
party; placed me between Provost This and Principal 
That, and then asked me if I was proud of my friends. 
However, he had a serious meaning in his act; he saw, 
more clearly than I could do, that I was separating 
Ifrom his own friends for good and all. 

Dr. Whately attributed my leaving his clientela to a 
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wish on my part to be the head of a party myself. I do 
not think that it was deserved. My habitual feeling 
then and since has been, tha* it was not I who sought 
friends, but friends who sought me. Never man had 
kinder or more indulgent friends than I have had, but I 
expressed my own feeling as to the mode in which I 
gained them, in this very year 1829, in the course of a 
copy of verses. Speaking of my blessings, I said, 
“ Blessings of friends, which to my door, unasked , 
unhoped , have come.” They have come, they have 
gone; they came to my great joy, they went to nty 
great grief. He who gave, took away. Dr. Whately’s 
impression about me, however, admits of this explana¬ 
tion:— 

During the first years of my residence at Oriel, 
Though proud of my College, I was not at home there. 
I was very much alone, and I used often to take my 
daily walk by myself. I recollect once meeting Dr. 
Copleston, then Provost, with one of the Fellows. He 
turned round, and with the kind courteousness which 
sat so well on him, made me a bow antj^said, “Nunquam 
minus solus, quam cum solus.” At that time indeed 
(from 1823) I had the intimacy of my dear and true 
friend T) r. Pusey, and could not fail to admire and 
revere a soul so devoted to the cause of religion, so full 
of good works, so faithful in his affections; but he left 
residence when I was getting to know him well. As to 
Dr. Whately himself, he was too much my superior to 
allow of my being at ease with him ; and to no one in 
Oxford at this time did I open my heart full}; and 
familiarly, but things changed in 1826. At that time 
J became one of the Tutors of my College, and this 
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gave me position ; besides, I had written one or two 
Essays which had been well received. I began to be 
known. I preached my fi^st University Sermon. Next 
year I was one of the Public Examiners for the B.A. 
degree. It was to me like the feeling of spring weather 
after winter; and, if I may so speak, I came out of my 
shell; I remained out of it till 1841. 

The two persons who knew me best at that time are 
still alive, beneficed clergymen, no longer my friends. 
They could tell better than anyone else what I was in 
those years. From this time my tongue was, as it 
were, loosened, and I spoke spontaneously and without 
effort. A shrewd man, who knew me at this time, 
said, “ Here is a man who, when he is silent, will never 
begin to speak; and when he once begins to speak, 
will never stop.” It was at this time that I began to 
have influence, which steadily increased for a course of 
years. I gained upon my pupils, and was in particular 
intimate and affectionate with two of our probationer 
Fellows, Robert I. Wilberforce (afterwards Archdeacon) 
and Richard Hurrell Froude. Whately then, an acute 
man, perhaps saw around me the signs of an incipient 
party of which I was not conscious myself. And thus 
we discern the first elements of that movement after- 
wards called Tractarian. c 

The true and primary author of it, however, as is 
usual with great motive-powers, was out of sight. 
Having carried off as a mere boy the highest honours 
of the University, he had turned from the admiration 
which haunted his steps, and sought for a better and 
holier satisfaction in pastoral work in *the country. 
Need I say that I am speaking of John Keble? The 
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first time that I was in a room with him was on occasion 
of my election to a fellowship at Oriel, when I was sent 
for into the Tower, to shake^hands with the Provost 
and Fellows. How is that hour fixed in my memory 
after the changes of forty-two years, forty-two this very 
day on which I write ! I have lately had a letter in my 
hands, which I sent at the time to my great friend, 
John Bowden, with whom I passed almost exclusively 
my Undergraduate years. “ I had to hasten to the 
Tower,” I say to him, “to receive the congratulations 
of all the Fellows. 1 bore it till Keble took my hand, 
and then felt so abashed and unworthy of the honour 
done me, that I seemed desirous of quite sinking into 
the ground.” His had been the first name which 1 had 
heard spoken of, with reverence rather than admiration, 
when I came up to Oxford. When one day I was 
walking in High Street with my dear earliest friend just 
mentioned, with what eagerness did he cry out, 
“There’s Keble!” and with what awe did I look at 
him ! Then at another time I heard a Master of Arts 
of my college give an account how he had just then had 
occasion to introduce himself on some business to 
Keble, and how gentle, courteous, and unaffected 
Keble had been, so as almost to put him out of 
counterfcince. Then too, it was reported, truly or 
falsely, how a rising man of brilliant reputation, the 
present Dean of St. Paul’s, Dr. Milman, admired and 
lovetl him, adding, that somehow he was unlike any 
one else. However, at the time when I was elected 
Fellow of Oriel he was not in residence, and he was shy 
of me for years in consequence of the marks winch $ 
bore upon me of the evangelical and liberal schools. 
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At least so I have ever thought. Hurrell Froude 
brought us together about 1828: it is one of the 
sayings preserved in his 4 ‘ Remains,“ Do you know 
the story of the murderer who had done one good thing 
in his life? Well, if I was ever asked what good deed 
I had ever done, I should say that I had brought Keble 
and Newman to understand each other.” 

The Christian Year made its appearance in 1827. 
It is not necessary, and scarcely becoming, to praise 
a book which has already become one of the classics of 
the language. When the general tone of religious 
literature was so nerveless and impotent, as it was at 
that time, Keble struck an original note and woke up 
in the hearts of thousands a new music, the music of a 
school, long unknown in England. Nor can I pretend 
to analyse, in my own instance, the effect of religious 
teaching so deep, so pure, so beautiful. I have never 
till now tried to do so ; yet I think I am not wrong in 
saying, that the two main intellectual truths which it 
brought home to me, were the same two, which I had 
learned from Busier, though recast in the creative mind 
of my new master. The first of these was what may 
be called, in a large sense of the word, the Sacramental 
system ; that is, the doctrine that material phenomena 
are both the types and the instruments of real things 
unseen,—a doctrine, which embraces, not only what 
Anglicans, as well as Catholics, believe about Sacra¬ 
ments properly so called; but also the article of “the 
Communion of Saints ” in its fulness; and likewise 
the ^Mysteries of the faith. The connection of this 
philosophy of religion with what is sometimes called 
“ Berkeleyism ” has been mentioned above; I knew 
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little of Berkeley at this time except by name; nor have 
1 ever studied him. 

On the second intellectual principle which I gained 
from Mr. Keble, I could say a great deal; if this were 
the place for it. It runs through very much that I 
have written, and has gained for me many hard names. 
Butler teaches us that probability is the guide of life. 
The danger of this doctrine, in the case of many minds, 
is, its tendency to destroy in them absolute certainty, 
leading them to consider every conclusion as doubtful, 
and resolving truth into an opinion, which it is safe to 
obey or to profess, but not possible to embrace with 
full internal assent. If this were to be allowed, then 
the celebrated saying, “ 0 God, if there be a God, save 
my soul, if I have a soul!” would be the highest 
measure of devotion:—but who can reaily pray to a 
Being, about whose existence he is seriously in 
doubt ? 

I considered that Mr. Keble met this difficulty by 
ascribing the firmness of assent which we give to 
religious doctrine, not to the probabilities which 
introduced it, but to the living power of faith and 
love which accepted it. In matters of religion, he 
seemed to say, it is not merely probability which makes 
us intellectually certain, but probability as it is put to 
account by faith and love. It is faith and love which 
give to probability a force which it has not in itself. 
Faitfi and love are directed towards an Object; in the 
vision of that Object they live; it is that Object, 
received in faith and love, which renders it reasonable 
to take probability as sufficient for internal conviction. * 
Thus the argument about Probability, in the matter of 
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religion, became an argument from Personality, which 
in fact is one form of the argument from Authority. 

In illustration, Mr. ICeble used to quote the words of 
the Psalm: “ I will guide thee with mine eye. Be ye 
not like to horse and mule, which have no under¬ 
standing ; whose mouths must be held with bit and 
bridle, lest they fall upon thee.” This is the very 
difference, he used to say, between slaves, and friends 
or children. Friends do not ask for literal commands ; 
but, from their knowledge of the speaker, they 
understand his half-words, and from love of him they 
anticipate his wishes. Hence it is, that in his Poem 
for St. Bartholomew’s Day, he speaks of the “ Eye of 
God’s word and in the note quotes Mr. Millar, of 
Worcester College, who remarks, in his Bampton 
Lectures, on the special power of Scripture, as having 
“ this eye, like that of a portrait, uniformly fixed upon 
us, turn where we will.” The view thus suggested by 
Mr. Keble is brought foward in one of the earliest of 
the “Tracts for the Times.” In No. 8 I say, “The 
Gospel is a La\y f of Liberty. We are treated as sons, 
not as servants; not subjected to a code of formal 
commandments, but addressed as those who love God, 
and wish to please him.’' 

I did not at all dispute this view of the matter, for I 
made use of it myself; but I was dissatisfied, because 
it did not go to the root of the difficulty. It was 
beautiful and religious, but it did not even profess to 
be logical: and accordingly 1 tried to complete it by 
considerations of my own, which are implied in my 
University Sermons, Essay on Ecclesiastical Miracles, 
and Essay on Development of Doctrine. My argument 
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is in outline as follows: that that absolute certitude 
which we were able to possess, whether as to the 
truths of natural theology,#or as to the fact of a 
revelation, was the result of an assemblage of concurring 
and converging probabilities, and that, both according 
to the constitution of the human mind and the will of 
its Maker; that certitude was a habit of mind, that 
certainty was a quality of propositions; that prob¬ 
abilities which did not reach to logical certainty, 
might create a mental certitude; that the certitude 
thus created might equal in measure and strength the 
certitude which was created by the strictest scientific 
demonstration ; and that to have such certitude might 
in given cases and to given individuals be a plain duty, 
though not to others in other circumstances:— 

Moreover, that as there were probabilities which 
sufficed to create certitude, so there were other prob¬ 
abilities which were legitimately adapted to create 
opinion ; that it might be quite as much a matter of 
duty in given cases and to given persons to have about 
a fact an opinion of a definite strength^uid consistency, 
as in the case of greater or of more numerous 
probabilities it was a duty to have a certitude; that 
accordingly we were bound to be .more or less sure, on 
a sort 8f (as it were) graduated scale of assent, viz. 
according as the probabilities attaching to a professed 
fact were brought home to us, and, as the case might 
be,'^:o entertain about it a pious belief, or a pious 
opinion, or a religious conjecture, or at least, a 
tolerance of such belief, or opinion, or conjecture in 
others; that*on the other hand, as it was a duty to 
have a belief, of more or less strong texture, in given 
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cases, so in other cases it was a duty not to believe, 
not to opine, not to conjecture, not even to tolerate the 
notion that a professed 4 fact was true, inasmuch as it 
would be credulity, or superstition, or some other 
moral fault, to do so. This was the region of Private 
Judgment in religion ; that is, of a Private Judgment, 
not formed arbitrarily and according to one’s fancy or 
liking, but conscientiously, and under a sense of duty. 

Considerations such as these throw a new light on 
the subject of Miracles, and they seem to have led me 
to re-consider the view which I took of them in my 
Essay in 1825-6. I do not know what was the date of 
this change in me, nor of the train of ideas on which 
it was founded. That there had been already great 
miracles, as those of Scripture, as the Resurrection, 
was a fact establishing the principle that the laws o t 
nature had sometimes been suspended by their Divine 
Author; and since what had happened once might 
happen again, a certain probability, at least no kind of 
improbability, was attached to the idea, taken in itself, 
of miraculous intervention in later times, and miraculous 
accounts were-^o be regarded in connection with the 
verisimilitude, scope, instrument, character, testimony, 
and circumstances, with which they presented them¬ 
selves to us ; and, according to the final result of those 
various considerations, it was our duty to be sure, or 
to believe, or to opine, or to surmise, or to tolerate, or 
to reject, or to denounce. The main difference between 
my Essay on Miracles in 1826 and my Essay in 1842 is 
this: that in 1826 1 considered that miracles were 
sharply divided into two classes, those which were to 
be received, and those which were to be rejected ; 
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whereas in 1842 I saw that they were to be regarded 
according to their greater or less probability, which 
was in some cases sufficient to create certitude about 
them, in other cases only belief or opinion. 

Moreover, the argument from Analogy, on which 
this view of the question was founded, suggested to me 
something besides, in recommendation of the Eccle¬ 
siastical Miracles. It fastened itself upon the theory of 
Church History, which I had learned as a boy from 
Joseph Milner. It is Milner’s doctrine, that upon the 
visible Church come down from above, from time to 
time, large and temporary Effusions of divine grace. 
This is the leading idea of his work. He begins by 
speaking of the day of Pentecost as marking “the first 
of those Effusions of the Spirit of God, which from age 
to age have visited the earth since the coming of 
Christ.” Vol. i. p. 3. In a note he adds that “in the 
term ‘ Effusion * there is not here included the idea of 
the miraculous or extraordinary operations of the Spirit 
of God but still it was natural for me, admitting 
Milner’s general theory, and applying t$ it the principle 
of analogy, not to stop short at his abrupt ipse dixit, 
but boldly to pass forward to the conclusion, on other 
grounds^ plausible, that, as miracles accompanied the 
first effusion of grace, so they might accompany the 
later. It is surely a natural and on the whole, a true 
anticipation (though of course there are exceptions in 
particular cases), that gifts and graces go together ; 
now, according to the ancient Catholic doctrine, the 
gift of miracles was viewed as the attendant and 
shadow of transcendent sanctity: and moreover, as* 
such sanctity was not of every day’s occurrence, nay 
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further, as one period of Church history differed widely 
from another, and, as Joseph Milner would say, there 
have been generations or centuries of degeneracy or 
disorder, and times of revival, and as one region might 
be in the mid-day of religious fervour, and another in 
twilight or gloom, there was no force in the popular 
argument, that, because we did not see miracles with 
our own eyes, miracles had not happened in former 
times, or were not now at this very time taking place 
in distant places :—but 1 must not dwell longer on a 
subject, to which in a few words it is impossible to do 
justice. 

Hurrell Froude was a pupil of ICeble's, formed bv 
him, and in turn reacting upon him. I knew him first 
in 1826, and was in the closest and most affectionate 
friendship with him from about 1829 till his death in 
1836. He was a man of the highest gifts,—so truly 
many-sided, that it would be presumptuous in me to 
attempt to describe him, except under those aspects, in 
which he came before me. Nor have I here to speak of 
the gentleness and tenderness of nature, the playfulness, 
the free elastic force and graceful versatility of mind, 
and the patient winning considerateness in discussion, 
which endeared him to those to whom he opened his 
heart; for I am all along engaged upon matters of 
belief and opinion, and am introducing others intojny 
narrative, not for their own sake, or because I love and 
have loved them, so much as because, and so far as, 
they .have influenced my theological views. In this 
respect then, I speak of Hurrell Froude,—in his 
intellectual aspect,—as a man of high genius, brimful 
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and overflowing 1 with ideas and views, in him original, 
which were too many and strong even for his bodily 
strength, and which crowded and jostled against each 
other in their effort after distinct shape and expression. 
And he had an intellect as critical and logical as it was 
speculative and bold. Dying prematurely, as he did, 
and in the conflict and transition-state of opinion, his 
religious views never reached their ultimate conclusion, 
by the very reason of their multitude and their depth. 
His opinions arrested and influenced me, even when 
they did not gain my assent. lie professed openly his 
admiration of the Church of Rome, and his hatred of 
the Reformers. He delighted in the notion of an hier¬ 
archical system, of sacerdotal power and of full 
ecclesiastical liberty. He felt scorn of the maxim, 
“The Bible and the Bible only is the religion of 
Protestants and he gloried in accepting Tradition as 
a main instrument of religious teaching. He had a 
high severe idea of the intrinsic excellence of Virginity; 
and he considered the Blessed Virgin its great Pattern. 
He delighted in thinking of the Saints*; he had a keen 
appreciation of the idea of sanctity, its possibility and 
its heights ; and he was more than inclined to believe a 
large amount of miraculous interference as occurring in 
the early and middle ages. He embraced the principle 
of penance and mortification. He had a deep devotion 
to the Real Presence, in which he had a firm faith. He 
was powerfully draw T n to the Mediaeval Church, but not 
to the Primitive. 

He had a keen insight into abstract truth ; but he was * 
an Englishman to the backbone in his severe adherence 

to the real and the concrete. He had a most* classical 

• • 
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taste, and a genius for philosophy and art; and he was 
fond of historical inquiry and the politics of religion. 
He had no turn for theology as such. He had no 
appreciation of the writings of the Fathers, of the detail 
or development of doctrine, of the definite traditions of 
the Church viewed in their matter, of the teaching of 
the Ecumenical Councils, or of the controversies out of 
which they arose. He took an eager, courageous view 
of things on the whole. I should say that his power of 
entering into the minds of others did not equal his other 
gifts; he could not believe, for instance, that I really 
held the Roman Church to be anti-Christian. On many 
points he would not believe but that I agreed with him, 
when I did not. He seemed not to understand my 
difficulties. His were of a different kind, the contrariety 
between theory and fact. He was a high Tory of the 
Cavalier stamp, and was disgusted with the Toryism of 
the opponents of the Reform Bill. He was smitten 
with the love of the Theocratic Church; he went abroad 
and was shocked by the degeneracy which he thought 
he saw in the Catholics of Italy. 

It is difficult to enumerate the precise additions to my 
theological creed which I derived from a friend to whom 
I owe so much. He made me look with admiration 
towards the Church of Rome, and in the same degree 
to dislike the Reformation. He fixed deep in me the 
idea of devotion to the Blessed Virgin, and he led^nie 
gradually to believe in the Real Presence. 

There is one remaining source of my opinions to be 
mentioned, and that far from the least important. In 
proportion as I moved out of the shadow of liberalism 
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which had hung’ over my course, my early devotion 
towards the Fathers returned; and in the Long Vacation 
of 1828 I set about to read them chronologically, 
beginning with St. Ignatius and St. Justin. About 
1830 a proposal was made to me by Mr. Hugh Rose, 
who with Mr. Lyall (afterwards Dean of Canterbury) 
was providing writers for a Theological Library, to 
furnish them with a History of the Principal Councils. 
I accepted it, and at once set to work on the Council of 
Nicasa. It w'as launching myself on an ocean with 
currents innumerable; and I was drifted back first Jto 
the ante-Nicene history, and then to the Church of 
Alexandria. The work at last appeared under the title 
of “ The Arians of the Fourth Century ”; and of its 422 
pages, the first 117 consisted of introductory matter, 
and the Council of Nicaea did not appear till the 254th, 
and then occupied at most twenty pages. 

I do not know when I first learnt to consider that 
Antiquity was the true exponent of the doctrines of 
Christianity and the basis of the Church of England; 
but I take it for granted that Bishop Bull, whose works 
at this time I read, was my chief infroduction to this 
principle. The course of reading which I pursued in 
the composition of my work was directly adapted to 
develop it in my mind. What principally attracted me 
in the ante-Nicene period was the great Church of 
Alexandria, the historical centre of teaching in those 
tirfTes. Of Rome for some centuries comparatively 
little is known. The battle of Arianism w ? as first fought 
in Alexandria; Athanasius, the champion of the truth, 
was Bishop ©f Alexandria; and in his writings he refers 
to the great religious names of an earlier date, to 
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Origen, Dionysius, and others who were the glory of 
its see, or of its school. The broad philosophy of 
Clement and Origen carped me away; the philosophy, 
not the theological doctrine; and I have drawn out 
some features of it in my volume, with the zeal and 
freshness, but with the partiality of a neophyte. Some 
portions of their teaching, magnificent in themselves, 
came like music to my inward ear, as if the response to 
ideas, which, with little external to encourage them, I 
had cherished so long. These were based on the 
mystical or sacramental principle, and spoke of the 
various Economies or Dispensations of the Eternal. I 
understood them to mean that the exterior world, 
physical and historical, was but the outward manifesta¬ 
tion of realities greater than itself. Nature was a 
parable: 1 Scripture was an allegory: pagan literature, 
philosophy, and mythology, properly understood, were 
but a preparation for the Gospel. The Greek poets and 
sages were in a certain sense prophets; for “thoughts 
beyond their thought to those high bards were given.” 
There had been a divine dispensation granted to the 
Jews; there had been in some sense a dispensation 
carried on in favour of the Gentiles. Hfe who had 
taken the seed of Jacob for His elect people, had not 
therefore cast the rest of mankind out of His sight. In 
the fulness of time both Judaism and Paganism had 
come to nought; the outward framework, which con- 
cealed yet suggested the Living Truth, had never been 
intended to last, and it was dissolving under the beams 
of the Sun of Justice behind it and through it. The 

Vide Mr. Morris's beautiful poem with this title. 
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process of change had been slow; it had been done not 
rashly, but by rule and measure, “ at sundry times and 
in divers manners,” first one disclosure and then 
another, till the whole was brought into full manifesta¬ 
tion. And thus room was made for the anticipation of 
further and deeper disclosures, of truths still under the 
veil of the letter, and in their season to be revealed. 
The .visible world still remains without its divine inter¬ 
pretation; Holy Church in her sacraments and -her 
hierarchical appointments, will remain even to the end 
of the world, only a symbol of those heavenly facts 
which fill eternity. Her mysteries are but the expres¬ 
sions in human language of truths to which the human 
mind is unequal. It is evident how much there was in 
all this in correspondence*with the thoughts which .had 
attracted me when I was young, and with the doctrine 
which I have already connected with the Analogy and 
the Christian Year. 

I suppose it was to the Alexandrian school and to the 

early Church that I owe in particular what I definitely 

held about the Angels. I viewed them, not only as the 

ministers employed by the Creator iit the Jewish and 

Christian dispensations, as we find on the face of 

Scripture, but as carrying on, as Scripture also implies, 

the Economy of the Visible World, I considered them 
•* 

as the real causes of motion, light, and liie, and ot 
those elementary principles of the physical universe, 
wkich, when offered in their developments to our 
*senses, suggest to us the notion of cause and effect, 
and of what are called the laws of nature. I have 
drawn out tjiis doctrine in my Sermon for Mich a el mag 
day, written not later than 1834. I say ot the Angels, 
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<* Every breath of air and ray of light and heat, every 
beautiful prospect, is, as it were, the skirts of their 
garments, the waving of the robes of those whose faces 
see God.” Again, I ask what would be the thoughts 
of a man who, “ when examining a flower, or a herb, 
or a pebble, or a ray of light, w T hich he treats as some¬ 
thing so beneath him in the scale of existence, suddenly 
discovered that he was in the presence of some powerful 
being who was hidden behind the visible things he was 
inspecting, who, though concealing his wise hand, was 
giving them their beaut}*', grace, and perfection, as 
being God’s instrument for the purpose, nay, whose 
robe and ornaments those objects were, which he was 
so eager to analyse?” and I therefore remark that “we 
may say with grateful and simple hearts with the Three 
Holy Children, ‘O all ye works of the Lord, etc., etc., 
bless ye the Lord, praise Ilim, and inagnily Him for 
ever.’” 

Also, besides the hosts of evil spirits, I considered 
there was a middle race, Sai/xurwt, neither in heaven, nor 
in hell; partially fallen, capricious, wayward; noble or 
crafty, benevolent or malicious, as the case might be. 
They gave a sort of inspiration or intelligence to races, 
nations, and classes of men* Hence the action ot 
bodies politic and associations, which is so different 
often from that of the individuals who compose them. 
Hence the character and the instinct of states and 
governments, of religious communities and com¬ 
munions. I thought they were inhabited by unseen 
intelligences. My preference of the Personal to the 
Abstract would naturally lead me to this view. I 
thought it countenanced by the mention of “ the Prince 
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of Persia” in the Prophet Daniel; and I think I con¬ 
sidered that it was of such intermediate beings that the 
Apocalypse spoke, when it introduced “the Angels of 
the Seven Churches.” 

In 1837 I made a further development of this doctrine. 
I said to my great friend, Samuel Francis Wood, in a 
letter which came into my hands on his death, “ I have 
an idea. The mass of the Fathers (Justin, Athenagoras, 
Irenaeus, Clement, Tertullian, Origen, Lactantius, Sul- 
picius, Ambrose, Nazianzen) hold that, though Satan 
fell from the beginning, the Angels fell before the 
deluge, falling in love with the daughters of men. 
This has lately come across me as a remarkable 
solution of a notion which I cannot help holding. 
Daniel speaks as if each nation had its guardian Angel. 

I cannot but think that there are beings with a great 
deal of good in them, yet with great defects, who arc 
the animating principles of certain institutions, etc., 
etc. . . . 'I'ake England, with many high virtues, and 
yet a low Catholicism. It seems to me that John Bull 
is a spirit neither of heaven nor hell. . . . Has not the 
Christian Church, in its parts, surrendered itself to one 
or other of these simulations of the truth? . . . How 
are we to avoid Scylla and Charybdis and go straight 
on to the very image of Christ?” etc., etc. 

I am aware that what I have been saying will, with 
many men, be doing credit to my imagination at the 
expense of my judgment—“ Hippoclides doesn’t care;” 
I am not setting myself up as a pattern of good sense 
or of anything else: I am but vindicating myself from 
the charge t»f dishonesty.—There is indeed another* 
view of the Economy brought out, in the course of the 
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same dissertation on the subject, in my History of 
the Arians, which has afforded matter for the latter 
imputation; but I reserve it for the concluding portion 
of my Reply. 

While I was engaged in writing my work upon the 
Arians, great events were happening at home and 
abroad, which brought out into form and passionate 
expression the various beliefs which had so gradually 
been winning their way into my mind. Shortly before, 
there had been a Revolution in France; the Bourbons 
had been dismissed: and I believed that it was un¬ 
christian for nations to cast ofF their governors, and, 
much more, sovereigns who had the divine right of 
inheritance. Again, the great Reform Agitation was 
going on around me as I wrote. The Whigs had come 
into power; Lord Grey had told the Bishops to set 
their house in order, and some ot the Prelates had 
been insulted and threatened in the streets of London. 
The vital question was how were we to keep the C hurch 
from being liberalized ? there was such apathy on the 
subject in sorrte quarters* such imbecile alarm in 
others; the true principles of Churchmanship seemed 
so radically decayed, and there was such distraction 
in the Councils of the Clergy. The Bishop of ^London 
of the day, an active and open-hearted man, had been 
for years engaged in diluting the high orthodoxy of the 
Church bv the introduction of the Evangelical body 
into places of influence and trust. He had deeply 
offended men who agreed with myself, by an off-hand 
.saying (as it was reported) to the effect.that belief in 
the Apostolical succession had gone out with the Non- 
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jurors. “We can count you,” he said to some of the 
gravest and most venerated persons of the old school.' 
And the Evangelical party itself seemed, with their 
late successes, to have lost that simplicity and un- 
worldliness which I admired so much in Milner and 
Scott. It was not that I did not venerate such men 
as the then Bishop of Lichfield, and others of similar 
sentiments, who were not yet promoted out of the 
ranks of the Clergy, but I thought little of them as a 
class. I thought they played into the hands of the 
Liberals. With the Establishment thus divided and 
threatened, thus ignorant of its true strength, I com¬ 
pared that fresh vigorous power of which I was reading 
in the first centuries. In* her triumphant zeal on behalf 
of that Primeval Mystery, to which I had had so great 
a devotion from my youth, I recognized the movement 
of my Spiritual Mother. “Inccssu patuit Dea.” The 
self-conquest of her Ascetics, the patience of her 
Martyrs, the irresistible determination of her Bishops, 
the joyous swing of her advance, both exalted and 
abashed me. I said to myself, “ Look on this picture 
and on that;” I felt affection for my Own Church, but 
not tenderness ; I felt dismay at her prospects, anger 
and scorn at her do-nothing perplexity. I thought that 
if Liberalism once got a footing within her, it was sure 
of the victory in the event. I saw that Reformation 
principles were powerless to rescue her. As to leaving 
he*,> the thought never crossed my imagination ; still I 
ever kept before me that there was something greater 
than the Established Church, and that that was the 
Church Catholic and Apostolic, set up from the beginn* 
ing, of which she was but the local presence and organ. 
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She was nothing*, unless she was this. She must be 
dealt with strongly, or she would be lost. There was 
need of a second Reformation. 

At this time I was disengaged from College duties, 
and my health had suffered from the labour involved in 
the composition of my Volume. It was ready for the 
Press in July, 1832, though not published till the end 
of 1833. I was easily persuaded to join Hurreli Froude 
and his Father, who were going to the south of Europe 
for the health of the former. 

We set out in December, 1832. It was during this 
expedition that my Verses which are in the Lyra Apos- 
tolica were written ;—a few indeed before it, but not 
more than one or two of them after it. Exchanging, as 
I was, definite Tutorial labours, and the literary quiet 
and pleasant friendships of the last six years, for foreign 
countries and an unknown future, I naturally was led 
to think that some inward changes, as well as some 
larger course of action, was coming upon me. At 
Whitchurch, while waiting for the down mail to 
Falmouth, I wrote the verses about my Guardian 
Angel, which begin with these words : “Are these the 
tracks of some unearthly Friend? ” and go on to speak 
of “ the vision ” which haunted me:—that vision is more 
or less brought out in the whole series of the^e com¬ 
positions. 

I went to various coasts of the Mediterranean, parted 
with my friends at Rome ; went down for the seCbnd 
time to Sicily, at the end of April, and got back to 
England by Palermo in the early part of July. The 
1 strangeness of foreign life threw me back into myself; 

I found pleasure in historical sites and beautiful scenes, 



HISTORY OF MY RELIGIOUS OPINIONS. 77 


not in men and manners. We kept clear of Catholics 

throughout our tour. I had a conversation with the 

Dean of Malta, a most pleasant man, lately dead ; hut 

it was about the Fathers, and the Library of the great 

church. I knew the Abbate Santini, at Rome, who did 

no more than copy for me the Gregorian tones. Froude 

and I made two calls upon Monsignore (now Cardinal) 

Wiseman at the Collegio Inglese, shortly before we left 

Rome. I do not recollect being in a room with any 

other ecclesiastics, except a Priest at Castro-Giovanni 

in Sicily, who called on me when I was ill, and with 

whom I washed to hold a controversy. As to Church 

Services, we attended the Tenebrae, at the Sestine, for 

% 

the sake of the Miserere; and that was all. My 
general feeling was, “All, save the spirit of man, is 
divine.” I saw nothing but what was external; of the 
hidden life of Catholics I knew nothing. I was still 
more driven back into myself, and felt my isolation. 
England was in my thoughts solely, and the news 
from England came rarely and imperfectly. The Bill for 
the Suppression of the Irish Sees was in progress, 
and filled my mind. I had fierce thoughts against 
the Liberals. 

It was the success of the Liberal cause which fretted 

* 

me inwardly. I became fierce against its instruments 
~and its manifestations. A French vessel was at Algiers ; 

I would not even look at the tricolour. On my return, 
though forced to stop a day at Paris, I kept indoors the 
whole time, and all that I saw of that beautiful city, 
was what 1 saw from the Diligence. The Bishop of # 
London had already sounded me as to my filling one of 
the Whitehall preacherships, which he had just then 
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put on a new footing ; but I was indignant at the line 
which he was taking, and from my Steamer I had sent 
home a letter declining the appointment by anticipation, 
should it be offered to me. At this time I was specially 
annoyed with Dr. Arnold, though it did not last into 
later years. Some one, I think, asked in conversation 
at Rome, whether a certain interpretation of Scripture 
was Christian? it was answered that Dr. Arnold took 
it; I interposed, “But is he a Christian?” The 
subject went out of my head at once ; when afterwards 
I was taxed with it I could say no more in explanation, 
than that I thought I must have been alluding to some 
free views of Dr. Arnold about the Old Testament: — I 
thought I must have meant, “ But who is to answer for 
Arnold?” It was at Rome too that we began the 
Lyra Apostolica which appeared monthly in the British 
Magazine. The motto shows the feeling of both 
Froude and myself at the time ; we borrowed from 
M. Bunsen a Homer, and Froude chose the wrordsjn 
which Achilles, on returning to the battle, says, “You 
shall know the difference, now that I am back again.” 

Especially when I was left by myself, the thought 
came upon me that deliverance is wrought, not by the 
many but by the few’, not by bodies but by persons. 
Now it was, I think, that I repeated to myself the 
words, which had ever been dear to me from my school 
days, “ Exoriare aliquis ! ”—now too, that Southey’s 
beautiful poem of Thalaba, for which I had an immense 
liking, came forcibly to my mind. I began to think 
t that I had a mission. There are sentence? of my letters 
to my friends to this effect, if they are not destroyed. 
When wcS took leave of Monsignore Wiseman, he had 
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courteously expressed a wish that we might make a 
second visit to Rome ; and said with great gravity, 
“We have a work to do in England.” I went down 
at once to Sicily, and the presentiment grew stronger. 
I struck into the middle of the island, and fell ill of a 
fever at Leonforte. Mv servant thought that I was 
dying, and begged for my last directions. I gave them 
as he wished; but I said, “I shall not die, for I have 
not sinned against light, I have not sinned against 
light.” I never have been able to make out at all what 
I meant. 

I got to Castro-Giovanni, and was laid up there for 
nearly three weeks. Towards the end of May 1 set off 
for Palermo, taking three days for the journey. Before 
starting from my inn in the morning of May 26th or 
27th, I sat down on my bed, and began to sob bitterly. 
My servant, who had acted as my nurse, asked what 
ailed me. I could only answer, “ I have a work to do 
in England.” 

I was aching to get home ; yet for want of a vessel 
I was kept at Palermo for three weeks. I began to 
visit the Churches, and they calmed my impatience, 
though. I did not attend any services. I knew nothing 
of the Presence of the Blessed Sacrament there. At 
last I got off in an orange boat, bound for Marseilles. 
We were becalmed a whole week in the Straits of 
Bonifacio. Then it was that I wrote the lines, “ Lead, 
kindly light,” which have since become well known. 
I was writing verses the whole time of my passage. 
At length I gof^to Marseilles, and set off for England. 
The fatigue of travelling was too much for me, and I 
was laid up for several days at Lyons. At la'st I got 
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off again, and did not stop night or day till I reached 
England, and my mother’s house. My brother had 
arrived from Persia only a few hours before. This was 
on the Tuesday. The following Sunday, July 14th, 
Mr. Keble preached the Assize Sermon in the University 
Pulpit. It was published under the title of “ National 
Apostasy. ” I have ever considered and kept the day, 
as the start of the religious movement of 1833. 
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PART IV. 

HISTORY OF MY RELIGIOUS OPINIONS. 

In spite of the foregoing pages, I have no romantic* 
story to tell; but I wrote them, because it is my duty 
to tell things as they took place. I have not exag¬ 
gerated the feelings with which I returned to England, 
and I have no desire to dress up the events which 
followed, so as to make them in keeping with the 
narrative which has gone before. I soon relapsed into 
the every-day life which 1 had hitherto led ; in all things 
the same, except that a new object was given me. I 
had employed myself in my own rooms in reading and 
writing, and in the care of a Church, before l left 
England, and I returned to the same occupations when 
l was back again. And yet perhaps those first vehement 
feelings which carried me on were necessary for the 
beginning of the Movement; and afterwards, when it 
was once begun, the special need of me was over. 

When 1 got home from abroad, I found that already 
a movement had commenced in opposition to the specific 
danger which at that time was threatening the religion 
of the nation and its Church. Several zealous and able , 
men had unfteif their counsels, and were in correspond¬ 
ence with each other. The principal of these were Mr. 

89 * 1 ,—6 



$2 APOLOGIA PRO VITA SUA. 

Keble, Hurrell Froude, who had reached home long 
before me, Mr. William Palmer of Dublin and Worcester 
College (not Mr. W. Palmer of Magdalen, who is now 
a Catholic), Mr. Arthur Perceval, and Mr. Hugh Rose. 

To mention Mr. Hugh Rose’s name is to kindle in the 
minds of those who knew him, a host of pleasant and 
affectionate remembrances. He was the man above all 
others fitted by his cast of mind and literary powers to 
make a stand, if a stand could be made, against the 
calamity of the times. He was gifted with a high and 
large mind, and a true sensibility of what was great and 
beautiful; he wrote with warmth and energy; and he 
had a cool head and cautious judgment. He spent his 
strength and shortened his life, Pro Ecclesia Dei, as lie 
understood that sovereign idea. Some years earlier he 
had been the first to give warning, I think from the 
University Pulpit at Cambridge, of the perils to England 
which lay in the biblical and theological speculations of 
Germany. The Reform agitation followed, and the 
Whig Government came into power ; and he anticipated 
in their distribution of Church patronage the authorita¬ 
tive introduction of liberal opinions into the country :— 
by “liberal ” I mean liberalism in religion , for questions 
of politics, as such, do not come into this narrative at 
all. He feared that bj r the Whig party a door would be 
opened in England to the most grievous of heresies, 
which never could be closed again. In order under such 
grave circumstances to unite Churchmen together, and 
to make a front against the coming danger, he had in 
1832 commenced the British Magazine, and in the same 
year he came to Oxford in the summer term, in order to 
beat up for writers for his publication ; on that occasion 
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I became known to him through Mr. Palmer. His 
reputation and position came in aid of his obvious fitness, 
in point of character and intellect, to become the centre 
of an ecclesiastical movement, if such a movement were 
to depend on the action of a party. His delicate health, 
his premature death, would have frustrated the ex¬ 
pectation, even though the new school of opinion had 
been more exactly thrown into the shape of a party, 
than in fact was the case. But he zealously backed up 
the first efforts of those who were principals in it; and,, 
when he went abroad to die, in 1838, he allowed me the 
solace of expressing my feelings of attachment and 
gratitude to him by addressing him, in the dedication of 
a volume of my Sermons, as the man, “who, when 
hearts were failing, bade us stir up the gift that was in 
us, and betake ourselves to our true Mother.” 

But there were other reasons, besides Mr, Rose’s state 
of health, which hindered those who so much admired 
him from availing themselves of his close co-operation 
in the coming fight. United as both he and they were 
in the general scope of the Movement! they were in 
discordance with each other from the first in their 
estimate of the means to be adopted for attaining it. 
Mr. Rosjp had a position in the Church, a name, and 
serious responsibilities; he had direct ecclesiastical 
superiors; he had intimate relations with his own 
University, and a large clerical connection through the 
country. Froude and I were nobodies; with no 
characters to lose, and no antecedents to fetter us* 
Rose could not go a-head across country, as Froude # 
had no scruples in doing. Froude was a bold rider, as 
on horseback, so also in his speculations. After a long 
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conversation with him on the logical bearing of his 
principles, Mr. Rose said of him with quiet humour, 
that “he did not seem to be afraid of inferences.” It 
was simply the truth ; Froude had that strong hold of 
first principles,* and that keen perception of their value, 
that he was comparatively indifferent to the revolutionary 
action which would attend on their application to a 
given state of things ; whereas in the thoughts of Rose, 
as a practical man, existing facts had the precedence of 
every other idea, and the chief test of the soundness of 
a line of policy lay in the consideration whether it would 
work. This was one of the first questions, which, as it 
seemed to me, ever occurred to his mind. With Froude, 
Erastianism,—that is, the union (so he viewed it) of 
Church and State,—was the parent, or if not the parent, 
the serviceable and sufficient tool, of liberalism. Till 
that union was snapped, Christian doctrine never could 
be safe ; and, while he well knew how high and unselfish 
was the temper of Mr. Rose, yet he used to apply to him 
an epithet, reproachful in his own mouth Rose was a 
“conservative.” By bad luck, I brought out this word 
to Mr. Rose in a letter of my own, which I wrote to 
him in criticism of something he had inserted into the 
Magazine: I got a vehement rebuke for my pains, for 
though Rose pursued a conservative line, he ha ( d as high 
a disdain, as Froude could have, of a worldly ambition, 
and an extreme sensitiveness of such an imputation. 

But there was another reason still, and a more 
elementary one, which severed Mr. Rose from the 
Oxford Movement. Living movements do not come 
of committees, nor are great ideas worked out through 
the post, even though it had been the penny post. This 
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principle deeply penetrated both Froude and myself from 
the first, and recommended to us the course which 
things soon took spontaneously, and without set purpose 
of our own. Universities are the natural centres of 
intellectual movements. How could men act together, 
whatever was their zeal, unless they were united in a 
sort of individuality ? Now, first, we had no unity of 
place. Mr. Rose was in Suffolk, Mr, Perceval in Surrey, 
Mr. Keble in Gloucestershire ; Hurrell Froude had to go 
for his health to Barbados. Mr. Palmer indeed was in* 
Oxford ; this was an important advantage, and told well 
in the first months of the Movement;—but another 
condition, besides that of place, was required, 

A far more essential unity was that of antecedents,— 
a common history, common memories, an intercourse of 
mind with mind in the past, and a progress and increase 
of that intercourse in the present. Mr. Perceval, to be 
sure, was a pupil of Mr. Keble’s ; but Keble, Rose, and 
Palmer, represented distinct parties, or at least tempers, 
in the Establishment. Mr. Palmer had many conditions 
of authority and influence. He was the only really 
learned man among us. He understood theology as a 
science ; he was practised in the scholastic mode of 
controversial writing; and I believe, w r as as well 
acquainted, as he was dissatisfied, with the Catholic 
schools. He was as decided in his religious views, as 
he w^s cautious and even subtle in their expression, and 
gentle in their enforcement. But he was deficient in 
depth; and besides, coming from a distance, he never 
had really grov^n into an Oxford man, nor was he 
generally received as such ; nor had he any -insight into 
the force of personal influence and congeniality of 
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thought in carrying out a religious theory,—a condition 
which Froude and I considered essential to any true 
success in the stand which had to be made against 
Liberalism. Mr. Palmer had a certain connection, as it 
may be called, in the Establishment, consisting of high 
Church dignitaries, Archdeacons, London Rectors, and 
the like, who belonged to what was commonly called 
the high-and-dry school. They were far more opposed 
than even he was to the irresponsible action of 
individuals. Of course their beau ideal in ecclesiastical 
action was a board of safe, sound, sensible men. Mr. 
Palmer was their organ and representative; and he 
wished for a Committee, an Association, with rules and 
meetings, to protect the interests of the Church in its 
existing peril. He was in some measure supported by 
Mr. Perceval. 

I, on the other habd, had out of my own head begun 
the Tracts; and these, as representing the antagonist 
principle of personality, were looked upon by Mr. 
Palmer’s friends with considerable alarm. The great 
point at the time with these good men in London,— 
some of them men of the highest principle, and far from 
influenced by what we used to call Erastianism,—was 
to put down the Tracts. I, as their editor, and mainly 
their author, was not unnaturally willing to give way. 
Keble and Froude advocated their continuance strongly, 
and were angry with me for consenting to stop them. 
Mr. Palmer shared the anxiety of his own friends ; and, 
kind as were his thoughts of us, he still not unnaturally 
felt, for reasons of his own, some fidget and nervousness 
at the course which his Oriel friends were taking. 
Froude,'for whom he had a real liking, took a high tone 
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in his project of measures for dealing with bishops and 
clergy, which must have shocked and scandalized him 
considerably. As for me, there was matter enough in 
the early Tracts to give him equal disgust; and doubtr 
less I much tasked his generosity, when he had to defend 
me, whether against the London dignitaries, or the 
country clergy. Oriel, from the time of Dr. Copleston 
to Dr. Hampden, had had a name far and wide for 
liberality of thought; it had received a formal recognition 
from the Edinburgh Review, if my memory serves me 
truly, as the school of speculative philosophy »in 
England ; and on one occasion, in 1833, when I presented 
myself, with some of the first papers of the Move* 
ment, to a country clergyman in Northamptonshire, he 
paused awhile, and then, eyeing me with significance, 
asked, “Whether Whately was at the bottom of 
them ?” 

Mr. Perceval wrote to me in support of the judgment 
of Mr. Palmer and the dignitaries. I replied in a letter, 
which he afterwards published. “ As to the Tracts,” I 
said to him (I quote my own words from his Pamphlet), 
“every one has his .own taste. You* object to some 
things, another to others. If we altered to please every 
one, the effect would be spoiled. They were not in- 
tended»as symbols e cathedrd> but as the expression of 
individual minds; and individuals, feeling strongly, 
while on the one hand, they are incidentally faulty in 
mode or language, are still peculiarly effective. No 
great work was done by a system ; whereas systems 
rise out of individual exertions. Luther was an indi¬ 
vidual. The*very faults of an individual excite attention.; 
he loses, but his cause (if good and he powerful-minded) 
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gains. This is the way of things : we promote truth by 
a self-sacrifice.” 

The visit which I made to the Northamptonshire 
Rector was only one of a series of similar expedients, 
which I adopted during the year 1833. I called upon 
clergy in various parts of the country, whether I was 
acquainted with them or not, and I attended at the 
houses of friends where several of them were from time 
to time assembled. I do not think that much came of 
such attempts, nor were they quite in my way. Also I 
wrote various letters to clergymen, which fared not 
much better, except that they advertised the fact, that 
a rally in favour of the Church was commencing. I did 
not care whether my visits were made to high Church or 
low Church ; I wished to make a strong pull in union 
with all who were opposed to the principles of liberalism, 
whoever they might be. Giving my name to the Editor, 
I commenced a series of letters in the Record News¬ 
paper : they ran to a considerable length ; and were 
borne by him with great courtesy and patience. They 
were headed as being on “ Church Reform.” The first 
was on the Revival of Church Discipline; the second, 
on its Scripture proof; the third, on the application of 
the doctrine ; the fourth, was an answer to objections ; 
the fifth, was on t^e benefits of discipline. At*d then 
the series was abruptly brought to a termination. I 
had said what I really felt, and what was also in keeping 
with the strong teaching of the Tracts, but I suppose 
the Editor discovered in me some divergence from his 
own line of thought; for at length he sent a very civil 
lptter, apologizing for the non-appearance of my sixth 
commufiication, on the ground that it contained an 
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attack upon “Temperance Societies,” about which he 
did not wish a controversy in his columns. He added, 
however, his serious regret at the character of the Tracts. 

I had subscribed a small sum in 1828 towards the first 
start of the Record. 

Acts of the officious character, which I have been 
describing, foere uncongenial to my natural temper, to 
the genius of the Movement, and to the historical mode 
of its success:—they were the fruit of that exuberant 
and joyous energy with which I had returned from 
abroad, and which I never had before or since. I ha*d 
the exultation of health restored, and home regained. 
While I was at Palermo and thought of the breadth of 
the Mediterranean, and the wearisome journey across 
France, I could not imagine how I was ever to get to 
England ; but now I was amid familiar scenes and faces 
once more. And my health and strength came back to 
me with such a rebound, that some friends* at Oxford, 
on seeing me, did not well know that it was I, and 
hesitated before they spoke to me. And I had the 
consciousness that I was employed in that work which 
I had been dreaming about, and which I felt to be so 
momentous and inspiring. I had a supreme confidence 
in our cause ; we were upholding that primitive Christi¬ 
anity which was delivered for all time by the early 
teachers of the church, and which was registered and 
attested in the Anglican formularies and by the Anglican 
divfoes. That ancient religion had well-nigh faded 
away out of the land, through the political changes of 
the last 150 years, and it must be restored. It would 
be in fact a second Reformation a better reformation, • 
for it would be a return not to the sixteenth .century, 
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but to the seventeenth. No time was to be lost, for the 
Whigs had come to do their worst, and the rescue 
might come too late. Bishopricks were already in course 
of suppression; Church property was in course of 
confiscation ; Sees would soon be receiving unsuitable 
occupants. We knew enough to begin preaching upon, 
and there was no one else to preach. I €elt as on a 
vessel, which first gets under weigh, and then clears 
out the deck, and stores away luggage and live stock 
into their proper receptacles. 

Nor was it only that I had confidence in our cause, 
both in itself, and in its controversial force, but besides, 
I despised every rival system of doctrine and its argu¬ 
ments, As to the high Church and the low Church, I 
thought that the one had not much more of a logical 
basis than the other; while I had a thorough contempt 
for the evangelical, I had a real respect for the 
character of many of the advocates of each party, but 
that did not give cogency to their arguments; and 1 
thought on the other hand that the Apostolical form of 
doctrine was essential and imperative, and its grounds 
of evidence impregnable. Owing to this confidence, it 
came to pass at that time, that there was a double 
aspect in my bearing towards others, which it is 
necessary for me enlarge upon. My behavioor had a 
mixture in it both of fierceness and of sport; and on 
this account, I dare say, it gave offence to many ; nor 
am I here defending it. * 

I wished men to agree with me, and I walked with 
them step by step, as far as they would go; this I did 
.sincerely ; but if they would stop, I did .not much care 
about it, but walked on, with some satisfaction that l 
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had brought them so far. I liked to make them preach 
the truth without knowing it, and encouraged them to 
do so. It was a satisfaction to me that the Record had 
allowed me to say so much in its columns, without 
remonstrance. I was amused to hear of one of the 
Bishops, who, on reading an early Tract on the Aposto¬ 
lical SucceSsion, could not make up his mind whether 
he held the doctrine or not. I was not distressed at the 
wonder or anger of dull and self-conceited men, at 
propositions which they did not understand. When a 
correspondent, in good faith, wrote to a newspaper,‘to 
say that the “ Sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist,” spoken 
of in the Tract, was a false print for “Sacrament,” I 
thought the mistake too pleasant to be corrected before 
I was asked about it. I was not unwilling to draw an 
opponent on step by step to the brink of some intellectual 
absurdity, and to leave him to get back as he could. I 
was not unwilling to play with a man, who asked me 
impertinent questions. I think I had in my mouth the 
words of the Wise man, “ Answer a fool according to 
his folly,” especially if he was prying or spiteful. I was 
reckless of the gossip which was cirdhlated about me ; 
and, when I might easily have set it right, did not deign 
to do so. Also I used irony in conversation, when 
matteP-of-fact men would not see what I meant. 

This kind of behaviour was a sort of habit with me. 
If I have ever trifled with my subject, it was a more 
serious fault. I never used arguments which I saw 
clearly to be unsound. The nearest approach which I 
remember to such conduct, but which I consider was 
clear of it nevertheless, was in the case of Tract 15. 
The matter of this Tract was supplied to me by a friend, 

a 
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to whom I had applied for assistance, but who did not 
wish to be mixed up with the publication. He gave it 
me, that I might throw it into shape, and I took his 
arguments as they stood. In the chief portion of the 
Tract I fully agreed; for instance, as to what it says 
about the Council of Trent; but there were arguments, 
or some argument, in it which I did not follow ; I do 
not recollect what it was. Froude, I think, was dis¬ 
gusted w T ith the whole Tract, and accused me of economy 
in publishing it. It is principally through Mr. Froude’s 
Remains that this word has got into our language, I 
think, I defended myself with arguments such as these : 
—that, as every one knew, the Tracts were written by 
various persons who agreed together in their doctrine, 
but not always in the arguments by which it was to be 
proved; that we must be tolerant of difference of 
opinion among ourselves ; that the author of the Tract 
had a right to his own opinion, and that the argument 
in question was ordinarily received ; that I did not give 
my own name or authority, nor was asked for my 
personal belief, but only acted instrumentally, as one 
might translate a friend’s book into a foreign language. 

I account these to be good arguments ; nevertheless 1 
feel also that such practices admit of easy abuse and are 
consequently dangerous; but then again, 1 feei also 
this,—that if all such mistakes were to be severely 
visited, not many men in public life would be left with a 
character for honour and honesty. 

This absolute confidence in my cause, which led me 
to the imprudence or wanton ness which I have been 
instancing, also laid me open, not unfafrly, to the 
opposite charge of fierceness in certain steps which 
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I took, or words which I published. In the Lyra 
Apostolica, 1 have said that, before learning* to love, 
we must “ learn to hate ; ” though I had explained my 
words by adding “hatred of sin.” In one of my first 
Sermons I said, “ I do not shrink from uttering my 
firm conviction that it would be a gain to the country 
were it v^fetly more superstitious, more bigoted, more 
gloomy, more fierce in its religion than at present it 
shows itself to be.*’ I added, of course, that it would 
be an absurdity to suppose such tempers of mind desir¬ 
able in themselves. The corrector of the press bore these 
strong epithets till he got to “more fierce,” and then 
he put in the margin a query . In the very first page of 
the first Tract, I said of the Bishops, that, “ black 
event though it would be for the country, yet we could 
not wish them a more blessed termination of their 
course, than the spoiling of their goods and martyr¬ 
dom.” In consequence of a passage in my work upon 
the Arian History, a Northern dignitary wrote to 
accuse me of wishing to re-establish the blood and 
torture of the Inquisition. Contrasting heretics and 
heresiarchs, I had said, “The latter s*hould meet with 
no mercy; he assumes the office of the Tempter, and, 
so far forth as his error goes, must be dealt with by 
the cofhpetent authority, as if he were embodied evil. 
To spare him is a false and dangerous pity. It is to 
endanger the souls of thousands, and it is uncharitable 
towards himself.” I cannot deny that this is a very 
fierce passage; but Arius was banished, not burned ; 
and it is only fair to myself to say that neither at this, 
nor any other time of my life, not even when I was 
fiercest, could 1 have even cut off a Puritan’s eats, and 
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I think the sight of a Spanish auto-da-fe would have 
been the death of me. Again, when one of my friends, 
of liberal and evangelical opinions, wrote to expostulate 
with me on the course I was taking, I said that we 
would ride over him and his, as Othniel prevailed over 
Chushan-rishathaim, king of Mesopotamia. Again, 
I would have no dealings with my brother, and I put 
my conduct upon a syllogism. I said, “St. Paul bids 
us avoid those who cause divisions ; you cause divi¬ 
sions : therefore I must avoid you.” I dissuaded a 
lady from attending the marriage of a sister who had 
seceded from the Anglican Church. No wonder that 
Blanco White, who had known me under such different 
circumstances, now hearing the general course that I 
was taking, was amazed at the change which he 
recognized in me. He speaks bitterly and unfairly of 
me in his letters contemporaneously with the first years 
of the Movement; but in 1839, when looking back, he 
uses terms of me, which it would be hardly modest in 
me to quote, were it not that what he says of me in 
praise is but par£ of a whole account of me. He says : 
“In this party [the anti-Peel, in 1829] I found, to my 
great surprise, my dear friend, Mr. Newman of Oriel. 
As he h&lcf been one of the annual Petitioners to 
Parliament for Catholic Emancipation, his sudden 
union with the most violent bigots was inexplicable 
to me. That change was the first manifestation of 
the mental revolution, which has suddenly made him 
one of the leading persecutors of Dr. Hampden, and 
the most active and influential member of that associa¬ 
tion, called the Puseyite party, from which we have 
those very, strange productions, entitled, Tracts for the 
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Times. While stating these public facts, my heart 
feels a pang at the recollection of the affectionate and 
mutual friendship between that excellent man and 
myself; a friendship, which his principles of orthodoxy 
could not allow him to continue in regard to one, whom 
he now regards as inevitably doomed to eternal per¬ 
dition. Such is the venomous character of orthodoxy. 
What mischief must it create in a bad heart and narrow 
mind, when it can work so effectually for evil, in one ot 
the most benevolent of bosoms, and one of the ablest 
of minds, in the amiable, the intellectual, the refined 
John Henry Newman!” (Vol. iii. p. 131.) He adds 
that I would have nothing to do with him, a circum¬ 
stance which I do not recollect, and very much doubt. 

I have spoken of my firm confidence in my position ; 
and now let me state more definitely what the position 
was which 1 took up, and the propositions about which 
I was so confident. These were three :— 

1. First was the principle of dogma : my battle was 
with liberalism ; by liberalism I meant the anti-dog¬ 
matic principle and its developments. This was the 
first point on which I was certain. Here I make a 
remark: persistence in a given belief is no sufficient 
test of *ts truth ; but departure from it is at least a 
slur upon the man who has felt so certain about it. 
In proportion then as I had in 1832 a strong persuasion 
in Beliefs which 1 have since given up, so far a sort of 
guilt attaches to me, not only for that vain confidence, 
but for my multiform conduct in consequence of it. 
But here I hate the satisfaction of feeling that I have^ 
nothing to retract, and nothing to repent pf. The 
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main principle of the Movement is as dear to the noW, 
as it ever was. I have changed in many things: in 
this I have not. From the age of fifteen, dogma has 
been the fundamental principle of my religion : I know 
no other religion ; I cannot enter into the idea of any 
other sort of religion ; religion, as a mere sentiment, 
is to me a dream and a mockery. As well can there 
be filial love without the fact of a father, as devotion 
without the fact of a Supreme Being. What I held in 
1816, I held in 1833, and I hold in 1864. Please God, 
I shall hold it to the end. Even when I was under 
Dr. Whately’s influence, I had no temptation to be less 
zealous for the great dogmas of the faith, and at 
various times I used to resist such trains of thought 
on his part, as seemed to me (rightly or wrongly) to 
obscure them. Such was the fundamental principle of 
the Movement of 1833, 

2. Secondly, I was confident in the truth of a certain 
definite religious teaching, based upon this foundation 
of dogma; viz., that there was a visible Church with 
sacraments and rites which are the channels of invisible 
grace. I thought that this was the doctrine of 
Scripture, of the early Church, and of the Anglican 
Church, $ere again, I have not changed in opinion ; 
I am as certain now on this point as I was in 1&33, and 
have never ceased to be certain. In 1834 and the 
following years I put this ecclesiastical doctrine on a 
broader basis, after reading Laud, Bramhall, and 
Stillingfleet and other Anglican divines on the one 
hand, and after prosecuting the study of the Fathers 
on the other; but the doctrine of 1833 was strengthened 
in me* not changed When I began the Tracts for the 
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Times I rested the main doctrine, of which I am speak¬ 
ing, upon Scripture, on St. Ignatius’s Epistles, and on 
the Anglican Prayer Book. As to the existence of a 
visible Church, I especially argued out the point from 
Scripture, in Tract 11, viz. from the Acts of the 
Apostles and the Epistles. As to the Sacraments 
and Sacramental rites, I stood on the Prayer Book. 

I appealed to the Ordination Service, in which the 
Bishop says, “Receive the Holy Ghost;” to the 
Visitation Service, which teaches confession and ab-* 
solution ; to the Baptismal Service, in which the Priest 
speaks of the child after baptism as regenerate ; to the 
Catechism, in which Sacramental Communion is re- 
ceiving “verily the Body and Blood of Christ;” to 
the Commination Service, in which we are told to do 
“works of penance;” to the Collects, Epistles, and 
Gospels, to the calendar and rubricks, wherein we find 
the festivals of the Apostles, notice of certain other 
Saints, and days of fasting and abstinence. 

And further, as to the Episcopal system, I founded 
it upon the Epistles of St. Ignatius, wfcich inculcated 
it in various ways. One passage especially impressed 
itself upon me: speaking of cases of disobedience to 
ecclesiastical authority, he says, “A man does not 
deceive fhat Bishop whom he sees, but he practises 
rather with the Bishop Invisible, and so the question 
is not with flesh, but with God, who knows the secret 
heart.” I wished to act on this principle to the letter, 
and I may say with confidence that I never consciously 
transgressed it. I loved to act in the sight of my 
Bishop, as if I* was, as it were, in the sight of God. 
It was one of my special safeguards against myself and 
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of my supports ; I could not go very wrong while 1 had 
reason to believe that I was in no respect displeasing 
him. It was not a mere formal obedience to rule that 
I put before me, but I desired to please him personally, 
as I considered him set over me by the Divine Hand. 
I was strict in observing my clerical engagements, not 
only because they were engagements, but because I 
considered myself simply as the servant and instrument 
of my Bishop. I did not care much for the Bench of 
Bishops, except as they might be the voice of my 
Church : nor should I have cared much for a Provincial 
Council; nor for a Diocesan Synod presided over by 
my Bishop ; all these matters seemed to me to be jure 
ecclesiastic'Oy but what to me was jure divino was the 
voice of my Bishop in his own person. My own Bishop 
was my Pope; I knew no other; the successor of the 
Apostles, the Vicar of Christ. This was but a practical 
exhibition of the Anglican theory of Church Govern¬ 
ment, as I had already drawn it out myself. This 
continued all through my course; when at length in 
1845 I wrote t# Bishop Wiseman, in whose Vicariate 
I found myself, to announce my conversion, I could find 
nothing better to say to him, than that I would obey 
the Pope as I had obeyed my own Bishop in the 
Anglican Church. My duty to him was my point of 
honour; his disapprobation was the one thing which I 
could not bear. I believe it to have been a generous 
and honest feeling; and in consequence I was rewarded 
by having all my time for ecclesiastical superior a man, 
whom had I had a choice, I should have preferred, out 
*and out, to any other Bishop on the Bench, and for 
whose memory I have a special affection, Dr. Bagot*— 
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a man of noble mind, and as kind-hearted and as 
considerate as he was noble. He ever sympathized 
with me in my trials which followed; it was my 
own fault, that I was not brought into more familiar 
personal relations with him than it was my happiness 
to be. May his name be ever blessed ! 

And novf in concluding my remarks on the second 
point on which my confidence rested, I observe that 
here again I have no retractation to announce as to its 
main outline. While 1 am now as clear in my accept¬ 
ance of the principle of dogma, as I was in 1833 and 
1816, so again I am now as firm in my belief of a 
visible Church, of the authority of Bishops, of the 
grace of the sacraments, * of the religious worth of 
works of penance, as I was in 1833. I have added 
Articles to my Creed; but the old ones, which I then 
held with a divine faith, remain. 

3. But now, as to the fliird point on which I stood 
in 1833, and which I have utterly renounced and 
trampled upon since,—my then view of the Church of 
Rome;—I will speak about it as exactly as I can. 
When I was young, as I have said already, and after 
I was grown up, I thought the Pope to be Antichrist. 
At Christmas 1824-5 I preached a Sermon to that 
effect. • In 1827 I accepted eagerly the stanza in the 
Christian Year, which many people thought too charit¬ 
able, “Speak gently of thy sister’s fall.” From the 
time that I knew Froude I got less and less bitter on 
the subject. I spoke (successively, but I cannot tell in 
what order or at what dates) of the Roman Church as 
being bound nip with “ the cause of Antichrist,” as* 
being me of the “many antichrists” foretold by St. 
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John, as being influenced by “ the spirit of Antichrist,” 
and as having something “ very Antichristian ” or “ un¬ 
christian” about her. From my boyhood and in 1824 
I considered, after Protestant authorities, that St. 
Gregory I. about a d. 600 was the first Pope that was 
Antichrist, and again that he was also a great and holy 
man; in 1832-3 I thought the Church of Romfi was bound 
up with the cause of Antichrist by the Council of Trent. 
When it was that in my deliberate judgment I gave up 
the notion altogether in any shape, that some special 
reproach was attached to her name, I cannot tell; but 
I had a shrinking from renouncing it, even when my 
reason so ordered me, from a sort of conscience or 
prejudice, I think up to 1843. Moreover, at least 
during the Tract Movement, I thought the essence of 
her offence to consist in the honours which she paid to 
the Blessed Virgin and the Saints; and the more I grew 
in devotion, both to the Saints and to Our Lady, the 
more impatient was I at the Roman practices, as it 
those glorified creations of God must be gravely 
shocked, if pain could be theirs, at the undue venera¬ 
tion of which thfcy were the objects. 

On the other hand, Hurrell Froude in his familiar 
conversations was always tending to rub the idea out 
of my mind. In a passage of one of his letteVs from 
abroad, alluding, I suppose, to what I used to say in 
opposition to him, he observes: “I think people are 
injudicious who talk against the Roman Catholics So r 
worshipping Saints, and honouring the Virgin and 
images, etc. These things may perhaps be idolatrous ; 
I cannot make up my mind about it; butcto my mind it 
is the Carnival that is real practical idolatry, as it is 
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written, ‘ the people sat down to eat and drink, and 
rose up to play.’ ” The Carnival, I observe in passing - , 
is, in fact, one of those very excesses, to which, for at 
least three centuries, religious Catholics have ever 
opposed themselves, as we see in the life of St. Philip, 
to say noth^ig of the present day; but this he did not 
know. Moreover, from Froude I learned to admire the 
great medieval Pontiffs; and, of course, when I had 
come to consider the Council of Trent to be the turn¬ 
ing-point of the history of Christian Rome, I found 
myself as free, as I was rejoiced, to speak in their 
praise. Then, when I was abroad, the sight of 
so many great places, venerable shrines, and noble 
churches, much impressed my imagination. And my 
heart was touched also. Making an expedition on foot 
across some wild country in Sicily, at six in the morn¬ 
ing I came upon a small church ; I heard voices, and I 
looked in. It was crowded, and the congregation was 
singing. Of course it was the Mass, though I did not 
know it at the time. And, in my weary days at 
Palermo, I was not ungrateful for the comfort which I 
had received in frequenting the Churches, nor did I 
ever forget it. Then, again, her zealous maintenance 
of the doctrine and the rule of celibacy, which I 
recognized as Apostolic, and her faithful agreement 
with Antiquity in so many points besides, which were 
dear to me, was an argument as well as a plea in 
favour of the great Church of Rome. Thus I learned 
to have tender feelings towards her; but still my 
reason was not affected at all. My judgment was 
against her, wlien viewed as an institution, as truly as 
it ever had been. 
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This conflict between reason and affection I ex¬ 
pressed in one of the early Tracts, published July, 
1834. “Considering 1 the high gifts and the strong 
claims of the Church of Rome and its dependencies on 
our admiration, reverence, love, and gratitude ,* how 
could we withstand it, as we do, how coulfi we refrain 
from being melted into tenderness, and rushing into 
communion with it, but for the words of Truth itself, 
which bid us prefer It to the whole world ? 1 He that 

loveth father or mother more than Me, is not worthy of 
me.* How could 4 we learn to be severe, and execute 
judgment,’ but for the warning of Moses against even 
a divinely-gifted teacher, who should preach new gods; 
and the anathema of St. Paul even against Angels and 
Apostles, who should bring in a new doctrine? ”— 
Records , No. 24. My feeling was something like that 
of a man, who is obliged in a court of justice to bear 
witness against a friend ; or like my own now, when I 
have said, and shall say, so many things on which I 
had rather be silent. 

As a matter*, then, of simple conscience, though it 
went against my feelings, I felt it to be a duty to 
protest against the Church of Rome. But besides this, 
it was a duty, because the prescription of such a protest 
was a living principle of my own Church, as expressed 
in not simply a catena , but a consensus of her divines, 
and the voice of her people. Moreover, such a protest 
was necessary as an integral portion of her contro¬ 
versial basis; for I adoped the argument of Bernard 
Gilpin, that Protestants “were not able to give any firm 
and solid reason of the separation besides this, to wit, 
that the’Pope is Antichrist.” But while I thus thought 
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such a protest to be based upon truth, and to be a 
religious duty, and a rule of Anglicanism, and a 
necessity of the case, I did not at all like the work. 
Hurrell Froude attacked me for doing it; and, besides, 
I felt that my language had a vulgar and rhetorical 
look about it. I believed, and really measured, my 
words, whtn I used them ; but I knew that I had a 
temptation, on the other hand, to say against Rome as 
much as ever I could, in order to protect myself against 
the charge of Popery. 

And now I come to the very point, for which I have 
introduced the subject of my feelings about Rome. I 
felt such confidence in the substantial justice of the i 
charges which I advanced against her, that I con¬ 
sidered them to be a safeguard and an assurance that 
no harm could ever arise from the freest exposition of 
what I used to call Anglican principles. All the world 
was astounded at what Froude and I were saying; men 
said that it was sheer Popery. I answered, “ True, we 
seem to be making straight for it; but go on awhile, 
and you will come to a deep chasm across the path, 
which makes real approximation impossible.” And I 
urged in addition, that many Anglican divines had been 
accused of Popery, yet had died in their Anglicanism;—- 
now, 4 he ecclesiastical principles which I professed, 
they had professed also ; and the judgment against 
Rome which they had formed, I had formed also. 
V^hatever faults then the Anglican system might have, 
and however boldly I might point them out, any how 
that system was not vulnerable on the side of Rome, 
and might be mended in spite of her. In that very 
agreement of the two forms of faith, close as it might 
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seem, would really be found, on examination, the 
elements and principles of an essential discordance. 

It was with this supreme persuasion on my mind that 
I fancied that there could be no rashness in giving to the 
world in fullest measure the teaching and the writings 
of the Fathers. I thought that the Church of England 
was substantially founded upon them. I dfd not know 
all that the Fathers had said, but I felt that, even when 
their tenets happened to differ from the Anglican, no 
harm could come of reporting them. I said out what 
I was clear they had said ; I spoke vaguely and im¬ 
perfectly, of what I thought they said, or what some of 
them had said. Any how, no harm could come of 
bending the crooked stick the other way, in the process 
of straightening it; it was impossible to break it. If 
there was any thing in the Fathers of a startling 
character, it would be only for a time; it would admit 
of explanation ; it could not lead to Rome. I express 
this view of the matter in a passage of the Preface to 
the first volume, which I edited, of the Library of the 
Fathers. Speaking of the strangeness at first sight, 
presented to the Anglican mind, of some of their 
principles and opinions, I bid the reader go forward 
hopefully, and not indulge his criticism till he knows 
more about them, than he will learn at the*outset. 
“Since the evil,” I say, “is in the nature of the case 
itself, we can do no more than have patience, and re¬ 
commend patience to others, and, with the racer in the 
Tragedy, look forward steadily and hopefully to the 
event , nf re\et Tritrnv fapuv, when, as we trust, all that 
is inharmonius and anomalous in the details, will at 
length be practically smoothed.” 
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Such was the position, such the defences, such the 
tactics, by which 1 thought that it was both incumbent 
on us, and possible to us, to meet that onset of 
Liberal principles, of ■which we were all in immediate 
anticipation, whether in the Church or in the University. 
And during the first year of the Tracts, the attack upon 
the University began. In November 1834 was sent to 
me by the author the second Edition of a Pamphlet 
entitled, “Observations on Religious Dissent, with 
particular reference to the use of religious tests in the 
University.” In this Pamphlet it was maintained, that 
“ Religion is distinct from Theological Opinion,” pp. 
1, 28, 30, etc. ; that it is but a common prejudice to 
identify theological propositions methodically deduced 
and stated, with the simple religion of Christ, p. 1 ; 
that under Theological Opinion were to be placed the 
Trinitarian doctrine, p. 27, and the Unitarian, p. 19; that 
a dogma was a theological opinion insisted on, pp. 20, 21; 
that speculation always left an opening for improvement, 
p. 22 ; that the Church of England was not dogmatic 
in its spirit, though the wording of its formularies 
may often carry the sound of dogmatisnf, p. 23. 

1 acknowledged the receipt of this work in the 
following letter:— 

“ Th£ kindness which has led to your presenting me 
with your late pamphlet, encourages me to hope that 
you will forgive me, if I take the opportunity it affords 
of expressing to you my very sincere and deep regret 
that it has been published. Such an opportunity I 
could not let slip without being unfaithful to my own 
serious thoughts on the subject. • 

“While I respect the tone of piety which the 
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Pamphlet displays, I dare not trust myself to put on 
paper my feelings about the principles contained in it; 
tending, as they do, in my opinion, altogether to make 
shipwreck of Christian faith. I also lament, that, by 
its appearance, the first step has been taken towards 
interrupting that peace and mutual good understanding 
which has prevailed so long in this place, £nd which, if 
once seriously disturbed, will be succeeded by dis¬ 
sensions the more intractable, because justified in the 
minds of those who resist innovation by a feeling of 
imperative duty.” 

Since that time Phaeton has got into the chariot of 
the sun; we, alas! can only look on, and watch him 
down the steep of heaven. Meanwhile, the lands, 
which he is passing over, suffer from his driving. 

Such was the commencement of the assault ot 
Liberalism upon the old orthodoxy of Oxford and 
England; and it could not have been broken, as it 
was, for so long a time, had not a great change taken 
place in the circumstances of that counter-movement 
which had already started with the view of resisting it. 
For myself, I was not the person to take the lead of a 
party; I never was, from first to last, more than a 
leading author of a school; nor did I ever wish to be 
any thing else. This is my own account of the matter, 
and I say it, neither as intending to disown the 
responsibility of what was done, nor as if ungrateful 
to those who at that time made more of me than I 
deserved, and did more for my sake and at my bidding 
* than I realized ^pyself. I am giving my history from 
my own point ctf sight, and it is as follows;—! had 
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lived for ten years among my personal friends; the 
greater part of the time I had been influenced, not 
influencing; and at no time have I acted on others, 
without their acting upon me. As is a custom of a 
University, I had lived with my private, nay, with some 
of my public, pupils, and with the junior fellows of my 
College, without form or distance, on a footing of 
equality. Thus it was through friends, younger, for 
the most part, than myself, that my principles were 
spreading. They^heard what I said in conversation, 
and told it to others. Undergraduates in due time 
took their degree, and became private tutors them¬ 
selves. In this new status , in turn, they preached the 
opinions which they had *already learned themselves. 
Others went down to the country, and became curates 
of parishes. Then they had down from London parcels 
of the Tracts, and other publications. They placed 
them in the shops of local booksellers, got them into 
newspapers, introduced them to clerical meetings, and 
converted more or less their Rectors and their brother 
curates. Thus the Movement, viewed with relation to 
myself, was but a floating opinion ; it &as not a power. 
It never would have been a power, if it had remained 
in my hands. Years after, a friend, writing to me in 
remonstrance at the excesses, as he thought them, of 
my disciples, applied to me my own verse about St. 
Gregory Nazianzen, “Thou couldst a people raise, but 
cduldst not rule.” At the time that he wrote to me, I 
had special impediments in the way of such an exercise 
of power; but at no time could I exercise over others 
that authority, which under the circumstances was 
imperatively required. My great principle. ever was, 
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Live and let live. I never had the staidness or dignity 
necessary for a leader. To the last I never recognized 
the hold I had over young men. Of late years I have 
read and heard that they even imitated nj£ in various 
ways. I was quite unconscious of it, and I think my 
immediate friends knew too well how disgusted I 
should be at the news, to have the heart to tell me. I 
felt great impatience at our being called a party, 
and would not allow that we were. I had a lounging, 
free-and-easy way of carrying things on. I exercised 
no sufficient censorship upon the Tracts. I did not 
confine them to the writings of such persons as agreed 
in all things with myself; and, as to my own Tracts, I 
printed on them a notice to the effect, that any one who 
pleased, might make what use he would of them, and 
reprint them with alterations if he chose, under the 
conviction that their main scope could not be damaged 
by such a process. It was the same afterwards, as 
regards other publications. For two years I furnished 
a certain number of sheets for the British Critic from 
myself and my friends, while a gentleman was editor, a 
man of splendid talent, who, however, was scarcely an 
acquaintance of mine, and had no sympathy with the 
Tracts. When I was Editor myself, from 1838 to 1841, 
in my very first number, I suffered to appear a critique 
unfavourable to my work on Justification, which had 
been published a tew months before, from a feeling of 
propriety, because I had put the book into the hands c of 
the writer who so handled it. Afterwards I suffered an 
article against the Jesuits to appear in it, of which I did 
*»ot like the tone. When I had to providb a curate for 
my new Church at Littlemore, I engaged a friend, by 
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no fault of his, who, before he entered into his charge, 
preached a sermon, either in depreciation of baptismal 
regeneration, or of Dr. Pusey’s view of it. I showed a 
similar easiness as to the Editors who helped me in the 
separate volumes of Fleury’s Church History; they 
were able, learned, and excellent men, but their after 
history has Shown, how little my choice of them was 
influenced by any notion I could have had of any 
intimate agreement of opinion between them and 
myself. I shall have to make the same remark in its 
place concerning the Lives of the English Saints, which* 
subsequently appeared. All this may seem inconsistent 
with what I have said cf my fierceness. I am not 
bound to account for it; ,but there have been men 
before me, fierce in act, yet tolerant and moderate in 
their reasonings ; at least, so I read history. However, 
such was the case, and such its effect upon the Tracts. 
These at first starting were short, hasty, and some of 
them ineffective; and at the end of the year, when 
collected into a volume, they had a slovenly appear¬ 
ance. 

It was under these circumstances, tffat Dr. Pusey 
joined us. I had known him well since 1827-8, and 
had felt for him an enthusiastic admiration. I used to 
call him* o /uyas. His great learning, his immense 
diligence, his scholarlike mind, his simple devotion to 
the cause of religion, overcame me; and great of 
couree was my joy, when in the last days of 1833 he 
showed a disposition to make common cause with us. 
His Tract on Fasting appeared as one of the series 
with the date of December 21. He was not, however, 

1 think fully associated in the Movement till 1835 and 
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1836, when he published his Tract on Baptism, and 
started the Library of the Fathers. He at once gave 
to us a position and a name. Without him we should 
have had no chance, especially at the early date of 
1834, of making any serious resistance to the Liberal 
aggression. But Dr. Pusey was a Professor and 
Canon of Christ Church; he had a v£st influence 
in consequence of his deep religious seriousness, 
the munificence of his charities, his Professorship, 
his family connections, and his easy relations with 
University authorities. He was to the Movement all 
that Mr. Rose might have been, with that indispensable 
addition, which was wanting to Mr. Rose, the intimate 
friendship and the familiar daily society of the persons 
who had commenced it. And he had that special claim 
on their attachment, which lies in the living presence 
of a faithful and loyal affectionateness. There was 
henceforth a man who could be the head and centre of 
the zealous people in every part of the country, who 
were adopting the new opinions ; and not only so, but 
there was one who furnished the Movement with a 
front to the world, and gained for it a recognition from 
other parties in the University. In 1829 Mr. Froude, 
or Mr. R. Wilberforce, or Mr. Newman were but 
individuals; and, when they ranged themselves in the 
contest of that year on the side of Sir Robert Inglis, 
men on either side only asked with surprise how they 
got there, and attached no significancy to the fact ;*but 
Dr. Pusey was, to use the common expression, a host 
in himself; he was able to give a name, a form, and a 
personality to what was without him a sort of mob; 
and when various parties had to meet together in order 
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to resist the liberal acts of the Government, we of the 
Movement took our place by right among them. 

Such was the benefit which he conferred on the 
Movement externally ; nor was the internal advantage 
at all inferior to it. He was a man of large designs; 
he had a hopeful, sanguine mind; he had no fear of 
others ; he iSas haunted by no intellectual perplexities. 
People are apt to say that he was once nearer to the 
Catholic Church than he is now ; I pray God that he 
may be one day far # nearer to the Catholic Church than 
he was then ; for I believe that, in his reason and judg-* 
ment, all the time that I knew him, he never was near 
to it at all. When I became a Catholic, I was often 
asked, “What of Dr. Pilsey?” when I said that I 
did not see symptoms of his doing as 1 had done, I was 
sometimes thought uncharitable. If confidence in his 
position is, (as it is,) a first essential in the leader of 
a party, Dr. Pusey had it. The most remarkable 
instance of this, was his statement, in one of his 
subsequent defences of the Movement, when too it 
had advanced a considerable way in tlje direction of 
Rome, that among its most hopeful peculiarities was 
its “ stationariness.” He made it in good faith; it was 
his subjective view of it. 

Dr. PSsey’s influence was felt at once. He saw that 
there ought to be more sobriety, more gravity, more 
careful pains, more sense of i*esponsibility in the Tracts 
and*in the whole Movement. It was through him that 
the character of the Tracts was changed. When he 
gave to us his Tract on Fasting, he put his initials to 
it. In 1835 He published his elaborate Treatise on 1 
Baptism, which was followed by other Tracts from 
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different authors, if not of equal learning, yet of equal 
power and appositeness. The Catenas of Anglican 
divines which occur in the Series, though projected, 
I think, by me, were executed with a like aim at 
greater accuracy and method. In 1836 he advertised 
his great project for a Translation of the Fathers:—but 
I must return to myself. I am not writing the history 
either of Dr. Pusey or of the Movement; but it is a 
pleasure to me to have been able to introduce here 
reminiscences of the place which he held in it, which 
have so direct a bearing on myself, that they are no 
digression from my narrative. 

I suspect it was Dr. Pusey’s influence and example 
which set me, and made me set others, on the larger 
and more careful works in defence of the principles of 
the Movement which followed in a course of years,— 
some of them demanding and receiving from their 
authors, such elaborate treatment that they did not 
make their appearance till both its temper and its 
fortunes had changed. I set about a work at once ; 
one in which' was brought out with precision the 
relation in which we stood to the Church of Rome. 
We could not move a step in comfort, till this was 
done. It wa$ ( of absolute necessity and a pUUn duty, 
to provide as soon as possible a large statement, which 
would encourage and re-assure our friends, and repel 
the attacks of our opponents. A cry was heard ora all 
sides of us, that the Tracts and the writings of the 
Fathers would lead us to become Catholics, before we 
< were aware of it. This was loudly^ expressed by 
members of the Evangelical party, who in 1836 had 
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joined us in making 1 a protest in Convocation against 
a memorable appointment of the Prime Minister. 
These clergymen even then avowed their desire, that 
the next time they were brought up to Oxford to give a 
vote, it might be in order to put down the Popery of 
the Movement. There was another reason still, and 
quite as infportant. Monsignore Wiseman, with the 
acuteness and zeal which might be expected from that 
great Prelate, had anticipated what was coming, had 
returned to England in 1836, had delivered Lectures in 
London on the doctrines of Catholicism, and created an 
impression through the country, shared in by ourselves, 
that we had for our opponents in controversy, not only 
our brethren, but our hereditary foes. These were the 
circumstances, which led to my publication of “The 
Prophetical office of the Church viewed relatively to 
Romanism and Popular Aotestantism.” 

This work employed me for three years, from the 
beginning of 1834 to the end of 1836. It was com¬ 
posed, after a careful consideration and comparison 
of the principal Anglican divines of the 17th century. 
It was first written in the shape <rf controversial 
correspondence with a learned French Priest; then it 
was re-cast, and delivered in Lectures at St. Mary’s; 
lastly, <with considerable retrenchments and additions, 
it was re-written for publication. 

It attempts to trace out the rudimental lines on 
wtych Christian faith and teaching proceed, and to 
use them as means of determining the relation of the 
Roman and Anglican systems to each other. In this 
way it shows that to confuse the two together is 
impossible, and that the Anglican can be as little saitf 

'1—8 
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to tend to the Roman, as the Roman to the Anglican. 
The spirit of the Volume is not so gentle to the Church 
of Rome, as Tract 71 published the year before; on 
the contrary, it is very fierce; and this I attribute 
to the circumstance that the volume is theological 
and didactic, whereas the Tract, being controversial, 
assumes as little and grants as much as p< 5 £sible on the 
points in dispute, and insists on points of agreement as 
well as of difference. A further and more direct reason 
is, that in my volume I deal with 44 Romanism '* (as 
I call it), not so much in its formdl decrees and in the 
substance of its creed, as in its traditional action and 
its authorized teaching as represented by its prominent 
writers;—whereas the Tract is written as if discussing 
the differences of the Churches with a view to a 
reconciliation between them. There is a further reason 
too, which I will state presently. 

Rut this volume had a larger scope than that of 
opposing the Roman system. It was an attempt at 
commencing a system of theology on the Anglican idea, 
and based upon Anglican authorities. Mr. Palmer, 
about the same time, was projecting a work of a similar 
nature in his own way. It was published, I think, 
under the title, 44 A Treatise on the Christian Church. 
As was to be expected from the author, it was> a most 
learned, most careful composition ; and in its form, I 
should say polemical. So happily at least did he follow 
the logical method of the Roman Schools, that Fath er 
Perrone in his Treatise on dogmatic theology, re¬ 
cognized in him a combatant of the true cast, and 
saluted him as a foe worthy of being vanquished. 
^Qther soldiers in that field he seems to have thought 
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little better than the lanzknechts of the middle ages, 
and, I dare say, with very good reason. When I knew 
that excellent and kind-hearted man at Rome at a later 
time, he allowed me to put him to ample penance for 
those light thoughts of me, which he had once had, by 
encroaching on his valuable time with my theological 
questions. # As to Mr. Palmer’s book, it was one which 
no Anglican could write but himself,—in no sense,- if 
I recollect aright, a tentative work. The ground of 
controversy was c^t into squares, and then every ob¬ 
jection had its answer. This is the proper method to 
adopt in teaching authoritatively young men ; and the 
work in fact was intended for students in theology. 
My own book, on the other hand, was of a directly 
tentative and empirical character. I wished to build up 
an Anglican theology out of the stores which already 
lay cut and hewn upon the ground, the past toil oi 
great divines. To do this could not be the work of one 
man ; much less, could it be at once received into 
Anglican theology, however well it was done. I fully 
trusted that my statements of doctrine would turn out 
true and important; yet I wrote, to use the common 
phrase, u under correction.” 

There was another motive for my publishing, of a 
personal nature, which I think I should mention. I 
felt then, and all along felt, that there was an intellectual 
cowardice in not having a basis in reason for my belief, 
an<> a moral cowardice in not avowing that basis. I 
should have felt myself less than a man, if I did not 
bring it out, whatever it was. This is one principal 
reason why I* wrote and published the * * Prophetical • 
Office,” It was on the same feeiifig, that in the spring 
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of 1836, at a meeting of residents on the subject of the 
struggle then proceeding, some one wanted us all 
merely to act on college and conservative grounds 
(as I understood him), with as few published state¬ 
ments as possible: I answered, that the person whom 
we were resisting had committed himself in writing, 
and that we ought to commit ourselves too. This 
again was a main reason for the publication of Tract 
90. Alas ! it was my portion for whole years to remain 
without any satisfactory basis for t my religious pro¬ 
fession, in a state of moral sickness, neither able to 
acquiesce in Anglicanism, nor able to go to Rome. 
But I bore it, till in course of time my way was made 
clear to me. If here it be objected to me, that as time 
went on, I often in my writings hinted at things which 
I did not fully bring out, I submit for consideration 
whether this occurred except when I was in great 
difficulties,, how to speak, or how to be silent, with due 
regard for the position of mind or the feelings of others. 
However, I may have an opportunity to say more on 
this subject. {Jut to return to the “Prophetical Office.” 

I thus speak in the Introduction to my Volume :— 

“It is proposed,” I sav, “to offer help towards the 
formation of a recognized Anglican theology in one of 
its departments. The present state of our divinity is as 
follows: the most vigorous, the clearest, the most 
fertile minds, have through God’s mercy been employed 
in the service of our Church : minds too as reverential 
and holy, and as fully imbued with Ancient Truth, and 
as well versed in the writings of the Fathers, as they 
fc were intellectually gifted. This is Gocfs great mercy 
indeed, for which we must ever be thankful. Primitive 
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doctrine has been explored for us in every direction, 
and the original principles of the Gospel and the 
Church patiently brought to light. But one thing is 
still wanting: our champions and teachers have lived 
in stormy times : political and other influences have 
acted upon them variously in their day, and have since 
obstructed * careful consolidation of their judgments. 
We have a vast inheritance, but no inventory of our 
treasures. All is given us in profusion ; it remains for 
us to catologue, sort, distribute, select, harmonize, and 
complete. We htf^e more than we know how to use ; 
stores of learning, but little that is precise and service¬ 
able ; Catholic truth and individual opinion, first 
principles and the guesses of genius, all mingled in 
the same works, and requiring to be discriminated. 
We meet with truths overstated or misdirected, matters 
of detail variously taken, facts incompletely proved or 
applied, and rules inconsistently urged or discordantly 
interpreted. Such indeed is the state of every deep 
philosophy in its first stages, and therefore of theo¬ 
logical knowledge. What we need at present for our 
Church's well-being, is not invention, «ior originality, 
nor sagacity, nor even learning in our divines, at least 
in the first place, though all gifts of God are in a 
measure needed, and never can be unseasonable when 
used religiously, but we need peculiarly a sound judg¬ 
ment, patient thought, discrimination, a comprehensive 
mipd, an abstinence from all private fancies and 
caprices and personal tastes,—in a word, Divine 
Wisdom.” 

The subjects of the Volume is the doctrine of the Via 
Media , a name which had already been applied to the 
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Anglican system by writers of name. It is an expres¬ 
sive title, but not altogether satisfactory, because it is at 
first sight negative. This had been the reason of my 
dislike to the word * 1 Protestant; ” in the idea which it 
conveyed, it was not the profession of any religion at 
all, and was compatible with infidelity. A Via Media 
was but a receding from extremes, therefore I had to 
draw it out into a shape, and a character ; before it had 
claims on our respect, it must first be shown to be one, 
intelligible, and consistent. This was the first con¬ 
dition of any reasonable treatise dn the Via Media. 
The second condition, and necessary too, was not in 
my power. 1 could only hope that it would one day be 
fulfilled. Even if the Via Media were ever so positive 
a religious system, it was not as yet objective and real; 
it had no original any where of which it was the 
representative. It was at present a paper religion. 
This I confess in my Introduction ; I say, “ Protestant¬ 
ism and Popery are real religions . . . but the Via 
Media , viewed as an integral system, has scarcely had 
existence except on paper.” I grant the objection and 
proceed to lessen it. There I say, “ It still remains to 
be tried, whether what is called Anglo-Catholicism, the 
religion of Andrewes, Laud, Hammond, Butler, and 
Wilson, is capable of being professed, acted 6n, and 
maintained on a large sphere of action, or whether it be 
a mere modification or transition-state of either Roman¬ 
ism or popular Protestantism.” I trusted that so^ne 
day it would prove to be a substantive religion. 

Lest I should be misunderstood, let me observe that 
{his hesitation about the validity of the theory of the 
Via Media implied no doubt of the three fundamental 
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points on which it was based, as I have described 
above, dogma, the sacramental system, and opposition 
to the Church of Rome. 

Other investigations which followed, gave a still 
more tentative character to what I wrote or got 
written. The basis of the Via Media , consisting of 
the three eflmentary points, which I have just men- 
tioned, was clear enough ; but, not only had the house 
to be built upon them, but it had also to be furnished, 
and it is not wonderful if both I and others erred in 
detail in determining what that furniture should be, 
what was consistent with the style of building, and 
what was in itself desirable. I will explain what I 
mean. 

I had brought out in the “ Prophetical Office ” in what 
the Roman and the Anglican systems differed from each 
other, but less distinctly in what they agreed. I had 
indeed enumerated the Fundamentals, common to both, 
in the following passage:—“ In both systems the same 
Creeds are acknowledged. Besides other points in 
common we both hold, that certain doctrines are 
necessary to be believed for salvation ; &e both believe 
in the doctrines of the Trinity, Incarnation, and Atone¬ 
ment ; in original sin ; in the necessity of regeneration ; 
in the supernatural grace of the Sacraments; in the 
Apostolical succession; in the obligation of faith and 
obedience, and in the eternity of future punishment/’— 
Pp*55, 56, So much I had said, but I had not said 
enough. This enumeration implied a great many more 
points of agreement than were found in those very 
Articles which*were fundamental. If the two Churches* 
were thus the same in fundamentals, they wer$ also one 
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and the same in such plain consequences as are contained 
in those fundamentals or as outwardly represented them. 
It was an Anglican principle that “ the abuse of a thing 
doth not take away the lawful use of it;” and an 
Anglican Canon in 1603 had declared that the English 
Church had no purpose to forsake all that was held in 
the Churches of Italy, France, and Spain, anti reverenced 
those ceremonies and particular points which were 
Apostolic. Excepting then such exceptional matters, 
as are implied in this avowal, whether they were many 
or few, all these Churches were evidently to be con¬ 
sidered as one with the Anglican. The Catholic Church 
in all lands had been one from the first for many 
centuries ; then, various portions had followed their own 
way to the injury, but not to the destruction, whether of 
truth or of charity. These portions or branches were 
mainly three :—the Greek, Latin, and Anglican. Each 
of these inherited the early undivided Church in solido 
as its own possession. Each branch was identical with 
that early undivided Church, and in the unity of that 
Church it had unity with the other branches. The three 
hranches agree# together in all but their later accidental 
errors. Some branches had retained in detail portions 
of Apostolical truth and usage, which the others had 
not; and these portions might be and should b£ appro¬ 
priated again by the others which had let them slip. 
Thus, the middle age belonged to the Anglican Church, 
and much more did the middle age of England. The 
Church of the 12th century was the Church of the 19th. 
Dr. Howley sat in the seat of St. Thomas the Martyr; 
Oxford was a medieval University. Saviifg our engage¬ 
ments to Prayer Book and Articles, we might breathe 
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and live and act and speak, in the atmosphere and 
climate of Henry III.’s day, or the Confessor’s, or of 
Alfred’s. And we ought to be indulgent of all that 
Rome taught now, as of what Rome taught then, saving 
our protest. We might boldly welcome, even what we 
did not ourselves think right to adopt. And, when we 
were obligati on the contrary boldly to denounce, we 
should do so with pain, not with exultation. By yery 
reason of our protest, which we had made, and made 
ex ammo, we could agree to differ. What the members 
of the Bible Society did on the basis of Scripture, tve 
could do on the basis of the Church ; Trinitarian and 
Unitarian were further apart than Roman and Anglican. 
Thus we had a real wish^to co-operate with Rome in all 
lawful things, if she would let us, and the rules of our 
own Church let us ; and we thought there was no better 
way towards the restoration of doctrinal purity and 
unity. And we thought that Rome was not committed 
by her formal decrees to all that she actually taught ; 
and again, if her disputants had been unfair to us, or 
her rulers tyrannical, that on our side too there had 
been rancour and slander in our controversy with her, 
and violence in our political measures. As to ourselves 
being instruments in improving the belief or practice of 
Rome directly, I used to say, “ Look at home ; let us 
first, or at least let us the while, supply our own short¬ 
comings, before we attempt to be physicians to any one 
els*.” This is very much the spirit of Tract 71, to 
which I referred just now. I am well aware that there 
is a paragraph contrary to it in the Prospectus to the 
Library of the Fathers ; but I never concurred in it# 
Indeed, I have no intention whatever of implying that 
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Dr. Piisey concurred in the ecclesiastical theory, which 
I have been drawing out; nor that I took it up myself 
except by degrees in the course of ten years. It was 
necessarily the growth of time. In fact, hardly any 
two persons, who took part in the Movement, agreed 
in their view of the limit to which our general principles 
might religiously be carried. # 

And now I have said enough on what I consider to 
have been the general objects of the various works 
which I wrote, edited, or prompted in the years which I 
am reviewing; I wanted to bring out in a substantive 
form, a living Church of England in a position proper to 
herself, and founded on distinct principles; as far as 
paper could do it, and as earnestly preaching it and 
influencing others towards it, could tend to make it a 
fact;—a living Church, made of flesh and blood, with 
voice, complexion, and motion and action, and a will of 
its own, I believe I had no private motive, and no 
personal aim. Nor did I ask for more than “ a fair 
stage and no favour,” nor expect the work would be 
done in my days ; but I thought that enough would be 
secured to confinue it in the future under, perhaps, 
more hopeful circumstances and prospects than the 
present. 

I will mention in illustration some of the principal 
works, doctrinal and historical, which originated in the 
object which I have stated. 

I wrote my essay on Justification in 1837 ; it was 
aimed at the Lutheran dictum that justification by faith 
only was the cardinal doctrine of Christianity. I con¬ 
sidered that this doctrine was either a* paradox or a 
truism,—a paradox in Luther’s mouth, a truism in 
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Melanchthon. I thought that the Anglican Church 
followed Melanchthon, and that in consequence between 
Rome and Anglicanism, bejtween high Church and low 
Church, there was no real intellectual difference on the 
point. I wished to fill up a ditch, the work of man. In 
this Volume again, I express my desire to build up a 
system of tHeology out of the Anglican divines, and 
imply that my dissertation was a tentative tnquiry.. I 
speak in the Preface of “ offering suggestions towards 
a work, which must be uppermost in the mind of every 
true son of the English Church at this day,—the con¬ 
solidation of a theological system, which, built upon 
those formularies, to which all clergymen are bound, 
may tend to inform, persuade, and absorb into itself 
religious minds, which hitherto have fancied, that, on 
the peculiar Protestant questions, they were seriously 
opposed to each other.”—P. vii. 

In my University sermons there is a series of 
discussions upon the subject of Faith and Reason; 
these again were the tentative commencement of a 
grave and necessary work; it was an inquiry into the 
ultimate basis of religious faith, prior to* the distinction 
into Creeds. 

In like manner in a pamphlet which I published in the 
summer*of 1838 is an attempt at placing the doctrine of 
the Real Presence on an intellectual basis. The funda¬ 
mental idea is consonant to that to which I had been so 
long attached ; it is the denial of the existence of space 
except as a subjective idea of our minds. 

The Church of the Fathers is one of the earliest 
productions of*the Movement, and appeared in numbers* 
in the British Magazine, and was written with the aim 
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of introducing* the religious sentiments, views, and 
customs of the first ages into the modern Church of 
England. 

The Translation of Fleury’s Church History was 
commenced under these circumstances :—I was fond of 
Fleury for a reason which I express in the Advertise¬ 
ment ; because it presented a sort of plfbtograph of 
ecclesiastical history without any comment upon it. 
In the event, that simple representation of the early 
centuries had a good deal to do with unsettling me ; 
but how little I could anticipate thisfwill be seen in the 
fact that the publication was a favourite scheme of Mr. 
Rose’s, He proposed it to me twice, between the years 
1834 and 1837 ; and I mention it as one out of many 
particulars curiously illustrating how truly my change 
of opinion arose, not from foreign influences, but from 
the working of my own mind, and the accidents around 
me. The date at which the portion actually translated 
began was determined by the Publisher on reasons with 
which we were not concerned. 

Another historical work, but drawn from original 
sources, was g*iven to the world by my old friend Mr. 
Bowden, being a Life of Pope Gregory VII. I need 
scarcely recall to those who have read it, the power and 
the liveliness of the narrative. This composition was 
the author’s relaxation on evenings and in his summer 
vacations, from his ordinary engagements in London. 
It has been suggested to him originally by me, atj:he 
instance of Hurrell Froude. 

The Series of the Lives of the English Saints was 
•projected at a later period, under circumstances which I 
shall have in the sequel to describe. Those beautiful 
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compositions have nothing in them, as far as I recollect, 
simply inconsistent with the general objects which I 
have been assigning to my labours in these years, 
though the immediate occasion of them and their tone 
could not in the exercise of the largest indulgence be 
said to have an Anglican direction. 

At a comparatively early date I drew up the Tract on 
the Roman Breviary. It frightened my own friends-on 
its first appearance, and, several years afterwards, when 
younger men bega^i to translate for publication the four 
volumes in extenso , they were dissuaded from doing so 
by advice to which from a sense of duty they listened. 
It was an apparent accident which introduced me to the 
knowledge of that most wonderful and most attractive 
monument of the devotion of saints. On Hurrell 
Froude’s death, in 1836, I was asked to select one of 
his books as a keepsake. I selected Butler’s Analogy; 
finding that it had been already chosen, I looked with 
some perplexity along the shelves as they stood before 
me, when an intimate friend at my elbow said, “Take 
that.” It was the Breviary which Hurrell had had with 
him at Barbados. Accordingly I took it, studied it, 
wrote my Tract from it, and have it on my table in 
constant use till this day. 

That dear and familiar companion, who thus put the 
Breviary into my hands, is still in the Anglican Church. 
So too is that early venerated long-loved friend, together 
with whom I edited a work which, more perhaps than 
any other, caused disturbance and annoyance in the 
Anglican world, Froude’s Remains ; yet, however judg¬ 
ment might rdn as to the prudence of publishing it, I* 
never heard any one impute to Mr. Keble.the very 
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shadow of dishonesty or treachery towards his Church 
in so acting. 

The annotated Translation of the Treatise of St, 
Athanasius was of course in no sense a tentative work ; 
it belongs to another order of thought. This historico- 
dogmatic work employed me for years, I had made 
preparations for following it up with a docfrinal history 
of the heresies which succeeded to the Arian. 

I should make mention also of the British Critic. I 
was Editor of it for three years, frop July 1838 to July 
1841. My writers belonged to various schools, some to 
none at all. The subjects are various,—classical, 
academical, political, critical, and artistic, as well as 
theological, and upon the Movement none are to be 
found which do not keep quite clear ot advocating the 
cause of Rome. 

♦ 

So I went on for years, up to 1841. It was, in a 
human point of view, the happiest time of my life. I 
was truly at home. I had in one of my volumes appro¬ 
priated to myself the words of Bramhall, “ Bees, by the 
instinct of nature, do love their hives, and birds their 
nests.” I did not suppose that such sunshine would 
last, though I knew not what would be its termination. 
It was the time of plenty, and, during its seven years, I 
tried to lay up as much as I could for the dearth which 
was to follow it. We prospered and spread. I have 
spoken of the doings of these years, since I was a 
Catholic, in a passage, part of which I will quote, 
though there is a sentence in it that requires some 
limitation ; 

“ From beginnings so small,” I said, “from elements 
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of thought so fortuitous, with prospects so unpromising, 
the Anglo-Catholic party suddenly became a power in 
the National Church, and an object of alarm to her 
rulers and friends. Its originators would have found it 
difficult to say what they aimed at of a practical kind : 
rather, they put forth views and principles, for their 
own sake, Because they were true, as if they were 
obliged to say them ; and, as they might be themselves 
surprised at their earnestness in uttering them, they 
had as great cause to be surprised at the success which 
attended their propagation. And, in fact, they could, 
only say that those doctrines were in the air; that to 
assert was to prove, and that to explain was to persuade; 
and that the Movement in which they were taking part 
was the birth of a crisis rather than of a place. In a 
very few years a school of opinion was formed, fixed in 
its principles, indefinite and progressive in their range ; 
and it extended itself into every part of the country. If 
we inquire what the world thought of it, we have still 
more to raise our wonder; for, not to mention the ex¬ 
citement it caused in England, the Movement and its 
party-names were known to the police of Italy and to 
the back-woodmen of America. And so it proceeded, 
getting stronger and stronger every year, till it came 
into collision with the Nation, and that Church of the 
Nation, which it began by professing especially to 
serve.” 

TJae greater its success, the nearer was that collision 
at hand. The first threatenings of the crises were 
heard in 1838. At that time, My Bishop in a Charge 
made some light animadversions, but they were anim- * 
adversions, on the Tracts for the Times. AX once I 
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offered to stop them. What took place on the occasion 
I prefer to state in the words, in which I related it in a 
Pamphlet addressed to him in a later year, when the 
blow actually came down upon me. 

“In your Lordship’s Charge for 1838,” I said, “an 
allusion was made to the Tracts for the Times. Some 
opponents of the Tracts said that you treated them with 
undue indulgence. ... I wrote to the. Archdeacon on 
the subject, submitting the Tracts entirely to your 
Lordship’s disposal. What I thought about your 
Charge will appear from the words I then used to him. 
I said, * A Bishop’s lightest word ex cathedrd is heavy. 
His judgment on a book cannot be light. It is a rare 
occurrence.’ And I offered to withdraw any of the 
Tracts over which I had control, if I were informed 
which were those to which your Lordship had ob¬ 
jections. I afterwards wrote to your Lordship to this 
effect, that * I trusted I might say sincerely, that I 
should feel a more lively pleasure in knowing that I 
was submitting myself to your Lordship’s expressed 
judgment in a matter of that kind, than I could have 
even in the widest circulation of the volumes in 
question.’ Your Lordship did not think it necessary 
to proceed to such a measure, but I felt, and always 
have felt, that, if ever you determined on it, I was 
bound to obey.” 

That day at length came, and I conclude this portion 
of my narrative, with relating the circumstances of4t. 

From the time that I had entered upon the duties of 
Public Tutor at my College, when my doctrinal views 
were very different from what they wer£ in 1841, I had 
meditated a comment upon the Articles. Then, when 
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the Movement was in its swing* friends had said to me* 
“ What will you make of the Articles?” but I did not 
share the apprehension which their question implied* 
Whether, as time went on, I should have been forced, 
by the necessities of the original theory of the Move¬ 
ment, to put on paper the speculations which I had 
about them,* I am not able to conjecture. The actual 
cause of my doing so, in the beginning of 1841, was 
the restlessness, actual and prospective, of those who 
neither liked the Via Media , nor my strong judgment 
against Rome. I "had been- enjoined, I think by my 
Bishop, to keep these men straight, and I wished so to 
do : but their tangible difficulty was subscription to the 
Articles; and thus the question of the Articles came 
before me. It was thrown in our teeth; “LJow can 
yOu manage to sign the Articles ? they are directly 
against Rome.” “ Against Rome?” I made answer, 
“What do you mean by ‘Rome?’” and then I pro¬ 
ceeded to make distinctions, of which I shall now give 
an account. 

By “ Roman doctrine” might be meant one of three 
things: 1, the Catholic teaching of the early centuries; 
or 2, the formal dogmas of Rome as contained in the later 
Councils, especially the Council of Trent, and as 
conden/ed in the Creed of Pope Pius IV. ; 3, the actual 
popular beliefs and usages sactioned by Rome in the 
countries in communion with it, over and above the 
dogmas; and these I called “dominant errors:” Now 
Protestants commonly thought that in all three senses, 
“ Roman doctrine” was condemned in the Articles: I 
thought that the Catholic teaching was not condemned ;• 
that the dominant errors were; and as to the formdl 
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dogmas , that some were, some were not, and that the 
line had to be drawn between them. Thus, i, the use 
of Prayers for the dead was a Catholic doctrine,—not 
condemned ; 2, the prison of Purgatory was a Roman 
dogma,—which was condemned ; but the infallibility 
of Ecumenical Councils was a Roman ^ogma,—not 
condemned; and 3, the fire of Purgatory was an 
authorized and popular error, not a dogma,—which 
was condemned. 

Further, I considered that the di®culties, felt by the 
persons whom I have mentioned, mainly lay in their 
mistaking, 1, Catholic teaching, which was not con¬ 
demned in the Articles, for Roman dogma which was 
condemned; and 2, Roman dogma, which was not 
condemned in the Articles, for dominant error which 
was. If they went further than this, I had nothing 
more to say to them. 

A further motive which I had for my attempt, was 
the desire to ascertain the ultimate points of contrariety 
between the Roman and Anglican creeds, and to make 
them as few $s possible. I thought that each creed 
was obscured and misrepresented by a dominant cir¬ 
cumambient 4 4 Popery” and “ Protestantism.” 

The main thesis then of my Essay was tlys:—the 
Articles do not oppose Catholic teaching; they but 
partially oppose Roman dogma; they for the most part 
oppose the dominant errors of Rome. And the problem 
was to draw the line as to what they allowed and &hat 
they condemned. 

Such being the object which I had in view, what 
# were my prospects of widening and defining their 
meaning*? The prospect was encouraging; there was 
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no doubt at all of the elasticity of the Articles : to take 
a palmary instance, the seventeenth was assumed by 
one party to be Lutheran, by another Calvinistic, 
though the two interpretations were contradictory to 
each other; why then should not other Articles be 
drawn up with a vagueness of an equally intense 
character?* I wanted to ascertain what was the limit 
of that elasticity in the direction of Roman dogma. 
But next, I had a way of inquiry of my own, which I 
state without defending. I instanced it afterwards in 
my Essay on Doctrinal Development. That work, 1 
believe, I have not read since I published it, and I 
doubt not at all that I have made many mistakes in 
itpartly, from my ignorance.of the details of doctrine, 
as the Church of Rome holds them, but partly from my 
impatience to clear as large a range for the principle 
of doctrinal Development (waiving the question of 
historical fact ) as was consistent with the strict 
Apostolicity and identity of the Catholic Creed. In 
like manner, as regards the 39 Articles, my method of 
inquiry was to leap in medias res, I wished to institute 
an inquiry how far, in critical fairness, the text could be 
opened ; I was aiming far more at ascertaining what a 
man who subscribed it might hold than what he must, 
so that my conclusions were negative rather than 
positive. It was but a first essay. And I made it 
with the full recognition and consciousness, which I 
h£d already expressed in my Prophetical Office, as 
regards the Via Media , that I was making only “a 
first approximation to a required solution ; ”—“ a series 
of illustrations supplying hints in the removal ” of # a 
difficulty, and with full acknowledgment “that in minor 
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points, whether in question of fact or of judgment, 
there was room for difference or error of opinion/’ and 
that I “should not be ashamed to own a mistake, if it 
were proved against me, nor reluctant to bear the just 
blame of it.”—P. 31. 

In addition, I was embarrassed in consequence of my 
wish to go as far as' was possible, in interpreting the 
Articles in the direction of Roman dogma, without 
disclosing what I was doing to the parties whose 
doubts I was meeting, who might lje thereby encour¬ 
aged to go still further than at present they found in 
themselves any call to do. 

1. But in the way of such an attempt comes the 
prompt objectiori that the Articles were actually drawn 
up against “ Popery,” and therefore it was trans¬ 
cendency absurd and dishonest to suppose that Popery, 
in any shape,—patristic belief, Tridentine dogma, or 
popular corruption authoritatively sanctioned,—would 
be able to take refuge under their text. This premiss 
I denied. Not any religious doctrine at all, but a 
political principle, was the primary English idea at“ 
that time of “Popery.” And what was that political 
principle, and how could it best be kept out of England? 
What was the great question in the days of Heiary and 
Elizabeth? The Supremacy; —now, was I saying one 
single word in favour of the Supremacy of the Holy 
See, of the foreign jurisdiction ? No ; I did not believe 
in it myself. Did Henry VIII. religiously hold Justi¬ 
fication by faith only? did he disbelieve Purgatory? 
Was Elizabeth zealous for the marriage of the Clergy ? 
dr had she a conscience against the *Mass? The 
Supremacy of the Pope was the essence of the “Popery” 
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to which, at the time of the Articles, the Supreme Head 
or Governor of the English Church was so violently 
hostile. 

2, But again I said this;—let “ Popery *’ mean what 
it would in the mouths of the compilers of the Articles, 
let it even, for argument’s sake, include the doctrines 
of that Trfdentine Council, which was not yet over 
when the Articles were drawn up, and against which 
they could not be simply directed, yet, consider, what 
was the religious object of the Government in their 
imposition? merely to disown “ Popery?” No ; it had 
the further object of gaining the “Papists,” What 
then was the best way to induce reluctant or wavering 
minds, and these, I supposed, were the majority, to 
give in their adhesion to the new symbol ? how had the 
Arians drawn up their Creeds? was it not on the 
principle of using vague ambiguous language, which to 
the subscribers would seem to bear a Catholic sense, 
but whicl^, when worked out in the long, run, would 
prove to be heterodox ? Accordingly, there was great 
antecedent probability, that, fierce as the Articles might 
look at first sight, their bark would prove worse than 
their bite. I say antecedent probability, for to what 
extent that surmise might be true, could only be ascer¬ 
tained by investigation. 

3. But a consideration came up at once, which threw 
light on this surmise;—what if it should turn out that 
the*very men who drew up the Articles, in the very act 
of doing so, had avowed, or rather in one of those 
very Articles themselves had imposed on subscribers, a 
number of th*ose very “Papistical” doctrines, which 
they were now thought to deny, as part and. parcel of 
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that very Protestantism, which they were now thought 
to consider divine? and this was the fact, andJ showed 
it in my Essay. 

Let the reader observe:—the 35th Article says: 
“The second Book of Homilies doth contain a godly 
and •wholesome doctrine , and necessary for these times, 
as doth the former Book of Homilies.” # Here the 
doctrine of the Homilies is recognized as godly and 
wholesome, and subscription to that proposition is 
imposed on all subscribers of the Articles. Let us 
then turn to the Homilies, and seS what this godly 
doctrine is: I quoted from them to the following 
effect. 

t. They declare that the so-called “apocryphal” 
book of Tobit is the teaching of the Holy Ghost., and is 
Scripture. 

2. That the so-called “ apocryphal ” book of Wisdom 
is Scripture, and the infallible and undeceivable word 
of God. 

3. That the Primitive Church, next to the Apostles’ 
time, and, as they imply, for almost 700 years,, is no 
doubt most pure. 

4. That the Primitive Church is specially to be 
followed, 

5. That the Four first general Councils belong^ to the 
Primitive Church. 

6. That there are Six Councils which are allowed and 

received by^all men. + 

7. Again, they speak of a certain truth which they 
are enforcing, as declared by God’s word, the sentences 
•f the ancient doctors, and judgment of’the Primitive 
Church. . 
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S. Of the learned and holy Bishops and doctors of 
the first eight centuries being of good authority and 
credit with the people. 

9. Of the declaration of Christ and His Apostles and 
all the rest of the Holy Fathers. 

10. Of the authority of both Scripture and also of 
Augustine. « 

11. Of Augustine, Chrysostom, Ambrose, Jerome, and 
about thirty other Fathers, to some of whom they give 
the title of “Saint,” to others of ancient Catholic 
Fathers and doctors. 

12. They declare that, not only the holy Apostles and 
disciples of Christ, but the godly Fathers also before 
and since Christ were endued without doubt with the 
Holy Ghost. 

13. That the ancient Catholic Fathers say that the 
“Lord’s Supper” is the salve of immortality, the 
sovereign preservative against death, the food of 
immortality, the healthful grace. 

14. That the Lord’s Blessed Body and Blood are 
received under the form of bread and wine. 

15. That the meat in the Sacrament is an invisible 
meat and a ghostly substance. 

16. That the. holy Body and Blood ought to be 
touched with the mind. 

17. That Ordination is a Sacrament. 

18. That Matrimony is a Sacrament. 

19. That there are other Sacraments besides “Bap¬ 
tism and the Lord’s Supper.” * 

20. That the souls of the Saints are reigning in joy 
and in heaveij with God. 

2t. That alms-deeds purge the soul from the infectioft 
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and filthy spots of sin, and are a precious medicine, an 
inestimable jewel. 

22. That mercifulness wipes out and washes away 
infirmity and weakness as salves and remedies to heal 
sores and grievous diseases. 

23. That the duty of fasting is a truth more manifest 

than it should need to be proved. ♦ 

24. That fasting, used with prayer, is of great 
efficacy and weigheth much with God ; so the Angel 
Raphael told Tobias. 

25. That the puissant and mightj^Emperor Theodo¬ 
sius was, in the Primitive Church which was most holy 
and godly, excommunicated by St. Ambrose. 

26. That Constantine, Bishop of Rome, did condemn 
Philippicus, the Emperor, not without a cause indeed, 
but most justly. 

Putting altogether aside the question how far these 
separate theses came under the matter to which sub¬ 
scription was to be made, it was quite plain, that the 
men who wrote the Homilies, and who thus incorpor¬ 
ated them into the Anglican system of doctrine, could 
not have possessed that exact discrimination between 
the Catholic and Protestant faith, o t have made that 
clear recognition of formal Protestant principles and 
tenets, or have accepted that definition of 4 * Roman 
doctrine/' which is received at this day:—hence 
great probability accrued* to my presentiment, that 
the Articles were tolerant, not only of what* I 
called, 44 Ca*tholic teaching,” but of much that was 
14 Roman.” 

# 4. And here was another reason against the notion 
that the Articles directly attacked the Roman dogmas 
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as declared at Trent and as promulgated by Pius the 
Fourth:—the Council of Trent was not oyer, n<>r its 
Decrees promulgated at the date when the Articles 
were drawn up, so that those Articles must be aiming 
at something else. What was that something else? 
The Homilies tell us: the Homilies are the best com¬ 
ment upon ttie Articles. Let us turn to the Homilies, 
and we shall find from first to last that, not only is not 
the Catholic teaching of the first centuries, but neither 
again are the dogmas of Rome, the objects of the 
protest of the aJhipilers of the Articles, but the 
dominant errors, the popular corruptions, authorized 
or suffered by the high name of Rome. As to Catholic 
teaching, nay as to Roman dpgma, those Homilies, 
as I have shown, cpntained no small portion of it 
themselves. 

5. So much for the writers of the Articles and 
Homilies;—they were witnesses, not authorities, and 
I used them as such; but in the next place, who were 
the actual authorities imposing them? I considered 
the imponens to be the Convocation of 1571 ; but here 
again, it would be found that the verf Convocation, 
which received and confirmed the 39 Articles, also 
enjoined by Canon that “preachers should be careful , 
that the^r should never teach aught in a sermon, to be 
religiously held and believed by the people, except tlfat 
which is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old and New 
Testament, and which the Catholic Fathers and ancient 
Bishops have collected from that very doctrine.” Here, 
let it be observed, an appeal is made by the Convoca¬ 
tion imponens to the very same ancient authorities, as • 
had been mentioned with such profound veneration by 
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the writers of the Homilies and of the Articles, and 
thus, if the Homilies contained views of doctrine which 
now would be called Roman, there seemed to me to be 

Jr 

an extreme probability that the Convocation of 1571 
also countenanced and received, or at least did not 
reject, those doctrines. 

6 . And further, when at length I cam% actually to 
look into the text of the Articles, I saw in many cases a 
patent fulfilment of all that I had surmised as to their 
vagueness and indecisiveness, and that, not only on 
questions which lay between Lutherans, Calvinists, and 
Zuinglians, but on Catholic questions also ; and I have 
noticed them in my Tract. In the conclusion of my 
Tract I observe: They are “evidently framed on the 
principle of leaving open large questions on which the 
controversy hinges. They state broadly extreme truths, 
and are silent about their adjustment. For instance, 
they say that all necessary faith must be proved from 
Scripture; but do not say who is to prove it. They 
say, that the Church has authority in controversies ; 
they do not say what authority. They say that it may 
enforce nothing beyond Scripture, but do not say where 
the remedy lies when it does. They say that works 
before grace and justification are worthless and worse, 
and that works after grace and justification ar^accept- 
table, but they do not speak at all of works with God’s 
aid before justification. They say that men are lawfully 
called and sent to minister and preach, who are chosen 
and called by men who have public authority given 
them in the Congregation ; but they do not add by 
whom the authority is to be given. They say that 
Councils called by princes may err; they do not de- 



HISTORY OF MY RELIGIOUS OPINIONS. 139 

termine whether Councils called in the name of Christ 
may err.” 

Such were the considerations which weighed with me 
in my inquiry how far the Articles were tolerant of a 
Catholic, or even a Roman interpretation ; and such 
was the defence which I made in my Tract for having 
attempted it.* From what I have already said, it will 
appear that I have no need or intention at this day 
to maintain every particular interpretation which I 
suggested in the course of my Tract, nor indeed had I 
then. Whether it R^as prudent or not, whether it was 
sensible or not, any how I attempted only a first essay 
of a necessary work, an essay which, as I was quite 
prepared to find, would require revision and modifica¬ 
tion by means of the lights which I should gain from 
the criticism of others. I should have gladly with¬ 
drawn any statement, which could be proved to me to 
be erroneous; I considered my work to be faulty and 
objectionable in the same sense in which I now con¬ 
sider my Anglican interpretations of Scripture to be 
erroneous, but in no other sense. I am surprised that 
men do not apply to the interpreter^ of Scripture 
generally the hard names which they apply to the 
author of Tract 90. He held a large system of the¬ 
ology, ahd applied it to the Articles : Episcopalians, or 
Lutherans, or Presbyterians, or Unitarians, hold a large 
system of theology and apply it to Scripture. Every 
theology has its difficulties ; Protestants hold justifica¬ 
tion by faith only, though there is no text in St. Paul 
which enunciates it, and though St. James expressly 
denies it; do we therefore call Protestants dishonest ?, 
they deny that the Church has a divine mission, though 
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St. Paul says that it is “the Pillar and ground of 
Truth ; ” they keep the Sabbath, though St. Paul says, 
“ Let no man judge you in meat or drink or in respect 
of . . , the sabbath days.” Every creed has texts in 
its favour, and again texts which run counter to it: 
and this is generally confessed. And this is what I 
felt keenly:—how had I done worse in Tract 90 than 
Anglicans, Wesleyans, and Calvinists did daily in their 
Sermons and their publications? how had I done worse, 
than the Evangelical party in their ex animo reception 
of the Services for Baptism and Visitation of the Sick? 1 
Why was I to be dishonest and they immaculate ? 
There was an occasion on which our Lord gave an 
answer, which seemed to be appropriate to my own 

1 For instance, let candid men consider the form of Absolution 
contained in that Prayer Book, of which all clergymen, Evangelical 
and Liberal as well as high Church, and (I think) all persons in 
University office declare that **it containeth nothing contrary to the 
Word of God” 

I challenge, in the sight of all England, Evangelical clergymen 
generally, to put on paper an interpretation of this form of words, 
consistent with thfir sentiments, which shall be less forced than the 
most objectionable of the interpretations which Tract 90 puts upon any 
passage in the Articles. 

*'Our Lord Jesus Christ, who hath left fotver to His Church to 
absolve all sinners who truly repent and believe in Him, of His great 
mercy forgive thee thine offences ; and by Hit authority committed to 
me, I absolve thee from all thy tins, in the Name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Amen. 1 ’ 

1 subjoin the Roman form, as used in England and elsewhere: 
“Dominus noster Jesus Christus te absolvat; et ego auctoritate ipsius 
te absolvo, ab omni vinculo excommunicationis et interdict!, in quantum 
possum el tu indigcs. Delude ego te absolvo n* peccatis tips, in 
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritfis Sancti. Amen.” 
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case, when the tumult broke out against my Tract:— 

‘ ‘ He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a 
stone at him.” I could have fancied that a sense of 
their own difficulties of interpretation would have 
persuaded the great party I have mentioned to some 
prudence, or # at least moderation, in opposing a teacher 
of an opposite school. But I suppose their alarm and 
their anger overcame their sense of justice. 

In the universal gtorm of indignation with which the 
Tract was received on its appearance, I recognize much 
of real religious feeling, much of honest and true 
principle, much of straightforward ignorant common- 
sense. In Oxford there was genuine feeling too; but 
there had been a smouldering stern energetic animosity, 
not at all unnatural, partly rational, against its author. 
A false step had been made; now was the time for 
action. I am told that, even before the publication of 
the Tract, rumours of its contents had got into the 
' hostile camp in an exaggerated form; and not a 
moment was lost in proceeding to actioq, when I was 
actually in the hands of the Philistines. I was quite 
unprepared for the outbreak, and was startled at its 
violence^ I do not think I had any fear. Nay, I will 
add I am not sure that it was not in one point of vtew 
a relief to me. 

I saw indeed clearly that my place in the Movement 
was lost; public confidence was at an end ; my occupa¬ 
tion was gone. It was simply an impossibility that I 
could say anything henceforth to good effect, when I 
had been posted up by the marshal on the buttery hatch * 
of every College of my University, after the manner of 
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discommoned pastry-cooks, and when in every part of 
the country and every class of society, through every 
organ and occasion of opinion, in newspapers, in peri¬ 
odicals, at meetings, in pulpits, at dinner-tables, in 
coffee-rooms, in railway carriages, I was denounced as 
a tfaitor who had laid his train and was detected in the 
very act of firing it against the time-honoured Estab¬ 
lishment. There were indeed men, besides my own 
friends, men of name and position, who gallantly took 
my part, as Dr. Hook, Mr. Palmer, and Mr. Perceval: 
it must have been a grievous triaf for themselves ; yet 
what after all could they do for me ? Confidence in me 
was lost;—but I had already lost full confidence in 
myself. Thoughts had passed over me a year and a 
half before, which for the time had profoundly troubled 
me. They had gone : I had not less confidence in the 
power and the prospects of the Apostolical movement 
than before ; not less confidence than before in the 
grievousness of what I called the “dominant errors” 
of Rome : but how was I any more to have absolute 
confidence in myself? how was I to have confidence in 
my present confidence? how was I to be sure that I 
should always think as I thought now ? I felt that by 
this event a kind Providence had saved me from an 
impossible position in the future. 

First, if I remember right, they wished me to with¬ 
draw the Tract. This I refused to do: I wouM not 
do so for the sake of those who were unsettled or in 
danger of unsettlement. I would not do so for my 
own sake; for how could I acquiesce # in a mere Pro¬ 
testant .interpretation of the Articles? how could I 
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range myself among the professors of a theology, of 
which it put my teeth on edge, even to hear the sound ? 

Next they said, 44 Keep silence; do not defend the 
Tract;” I answered, 44 Yes, if you will not'condemn 
it,—if you will allow it to continue on sale.” They 
pressed on gie whenever I gave way; they fell back 
when they saw me obstinate. Their line of action was 
to get out of me as much as they could ; but upon the 
point of their tolerating the Tract I was obstinate. 
So they let me continue it on sale; and they said they 
would not condemn it. But they said that this was on 
condition that I did not defend it, that I stopped the 
series, and that I myself published my own condemna¬ 
tion in a letter to the Bishop* of Oxford. I impute 
nothing whatever to him, he was ever most kind to 
me. Also, they said they could not answer for what 
individual Bishops might perhaps say about the Tract in 
their own charges. 1 agreed to their conditions. My 
one point was to save the Tract. 

Not a scrap of writing was given me, as a pledge 
of the performance of their side of th§ engagement. 
Parts of letters from them were read to me, without 
being put into my hands. It was an 44 understanding.” 
A cleves man had warned me against 44 understandings ” 
some six years before : I have hated them ever since* 

In the last words of my letter to the Bishop of Oxford 
I thus resigned my place,in the Movement:— 

4< *I have nothing to be sorry for,” I say to him, 

4 4 except having made your Lordship anxious, and 
others whom I am bound to revere. I have nothing to 
be sorry for, but everything to rejoice in and be thank-" 
ful for. I have never taken pleasure in seeming to be 
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able to move a party, and whatever influence I have 
had, has been found, not sought after. I have acted 
because others did not act, and have sacrificed a quiet 
which I prized. May God be with me in time to come, 
as He has been hitherto! and He will be, if I can but 
keep my hand clean and my heart pure. I think I 
can bear, or at least will try to bear, ^ny personal 
humiliation, so that I am preserved from betraying 
sacred interests, which the Lord of grace and power 
has given into my charge.’’ 



TART V. 

HISTORY OF MY RELIGIOUS OriNIONS. 

And now that I am about to trace, as far as I can, the 
course of that great revolution of mind, which led me 
to leave my own home, to which I was bound by so 
many strong and tender ties, I feel overcome with the 
difficulty of satisfying myself in my account of it, and 
have recoiled from doing so, till the near approach of 
the day, on which these lines must be given to the 
world, forces me to set about the task. For who can 
know himself, and the multitude of subtle influences 
which act upon him? and who can recollect, at the 
distance of twenty-five years, all that he once knew 
about his thoughts and his deeds, and that, during a 
portion ^f his life, when even at the time his observa¬ 
tion, whether of himself or of the external world, was 
less than before or after, by very reason of the perplex¬ 
ity and dismay which weighed upon him,—when, though 
it would be most unthankful to seem to imply that he 
had -not all-sufficient light amid his darkness, yet a 
darlyiess it emphatically was ? And who can gird 
himself suddenly to a new and anxious undertaking, 
which he might be able indeed to perform well, had he 
full and calm leisure to look through every thing that ^ 
he has written, whether in published works or private 
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letters? but, on the other hand, as to that calm con¬ 
templation of the past, in itself so desirable, who can 
afford to be leisurely and deliberate* while he practises 
on himself a cruel operation, the ripping up of old 
griefs, and the venturing again upon the “infandum 
dolorem ” of years, r in which the stars of this lower 
heaven were one by one going out ? I <could not in 
cool blood, nor except upon the imperious call of duty, 
attempt what I have set myself to do. It is both to 
head and heart an extreme trial, thus to analyze what 
has so long gone by, and to bring out the results of 
that examination. I have done various bold things in 
my life: this is the boldest: and, were I not sure I * 
Should after all succeed in my object, it would be 
madness to set about it. 

In the spring of 1839 my position in the Anglican 
Church was at its height. I had supreme confidence 
in my controversial status, and I had a great and still 
growing success, in recommending it to others. 1 had 
in the foregoing autumn been somewhat sore at the 
Bishop’s Charge, but I have a letter which shows that 
all annoyance had passed from my mind. In January, 
if I recollect aright, in order to meet the popular clam¬ 
our against myself and others, and to satisfy the 
Bfcshop, I had collected into one all the strong things 
which they, and especially I, had said against the 
Church of Rome, in order to their insertion among, the 
advertisements appended to our publications. Con¬ 
scious as I was that my opinions in religion were not 
0 gained, as the world said, from Roman sources, but 
were, on the contrary, the birth of my own mind and 
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of the circumstances in which I had been placed, I had 
a scorn of the imputations which were heaped upon me. 
It was true that I held a large bold system of religion, 
very unlike the Protestantism of the day, but it was 
the concentration and adjustment of the statements of 
great Anglican authorities, and I had as much right to 
do so, as tlie Evangelical party had, and more right 
than the Liberal, to hold their own respective doctrines. 
As I spoke on occasion of Tract 90, I claimed, hi behalf 
of who would, that he might hold in the Anglican 
Church a comprecarfion with the Saints with Bramhall, 
and the Mass all but Transubstantiation with Andrewes, 
or with Hooker that Transubstantiation itself is not a 
point for Churches to part communion upon, or with 
Hammond that a General Council, truly such, never 
did, never shall err in a matter of faith, or with Bull 
that man lost inward grace by the fall, or with Thorn¬ 
dike that penance is a propitiation for post-baptismal 
sin, or with Pearson that the all-powerful name of Jesus 
is no otherwise given than in the Catholic Church. 
“ Two can play at that,” was often in my mouth, when 
men of Protestant sentiments appealed 4 o the Articles, 
Homilies, or Reformers ; in the sense that, if they had 
a right to speak loud, I had both the liberty and the 
means ©f giving them tit for tat. I thought that the 
Anglican Church had been tyrannized over by a party, 
and I aimed at bringing into effect the promise con¬ 
tained in the motto to the Lyra, “ They shall know the 
difference now.” I only asked to be allowed to show 
them the difference. 

What will |jest describe my state of mind at the early^ 
part of 1839, is an Article in the British Critic for that 
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April. I have looked over it now, for the first time 
since.it was published ; and have been struck by it for 
this reason:—it contains the last words which I ever 
spoke as an Anglican to Anglicans. It may now be 
read as my parting address and valediction, made to 
my friends. I little knew it at the time. It reviews 
the actual state of things, and it ends eby looking 
towards the future. It is not altogether mine ; for my 
memory goes to this,—that I had asked a friend to do 
the work; that then, the thought came on me, that 1 
would do it myself: and that he w»s good enough to 
put into my hands what he had with great appositeness 
written, and I embodied it into my Article. Every one, 
I think, will recognize the greater part of it as mine. 
It was published two years before the affair of Tract 
90, and was entitled “The State of Religious Parties.” 

In this Article, I begin by bringing together testi¬ 
monies from our enemies to the remarkable success of 
our exertions. One writer said : “ Opinions and views 
of a theology of a very marked and peculiar kind have 
been extensively adopted and strenuously upheld, and 
are daily gaining ground among a considerable and 
influential portion of the members, as well as ministers 
of the Established Church.” Another: The Move¬ 
ment has manifested itself “with the most rapid growth 
of the hot-bed of these evil days.” Another: “The 
Via Media is crowded with young enthusiasts, who 
never presume to argue, except against the propriety 
of arguing at all.” Another: “ Were I to give you a 
full list of the works, which they have produced within 
the short space of five years, I should surprise you. 
You would see what a task it would be to make your- 
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self complete.master of their system, even in its present 
probably immature state. The writers have adopted 
the motto, * In quietness and confidence shall be your 
strength.' With regard to confidence, they have justi¬ 
fied their adopting it; but as to quietness, it is not very 
quiet to pour forth such a succession of controversial 
publications.” Another: “The spread of these doct¬ 
rines is in fact now having the effect of rendering all 
other distinctions obsolete, and of severing the religious 
community into two portions, fundamentally and ve¬ 
hemently opposed one to the other. Soon there will be 
no middle ground left; and every man, and especially 
every clergyman, will be compelled to make his choice 
between the two.” Another : The time has gone by, 
when those unfortunate and deeply regretted publica¬ 
tions can be passed over without notice, and the hope 
that their influence would fail is now dead.” Another : 
“ These doctrines had already made fearful progress. 
One of the largest churches in Brighton is crowded to 
hear them ; so is the church at Leeds. There are few 
towns of note, to which they have not extended. They 
are preached in small towns in Scotland. They obtain 
in Elginshire, 600 miles north of London. I found 
them njyself in the heart of the highlands of Scotland. 
They are advocated in the newspaper and periodical 
press. They have even insinuated themselves into the 
House of Commons.” And, lastly, a bishop in a 
Charge:—It “is daily assuming a more serious and 
alarming aspect. Under the specious pretence of 
deference to Antiquity and respect for primitive models, 
the foundations of the Protestant Church are under¬ 
mined by men, who dwell within her walls, hnd those 
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who sit in the Reformers’ seat are traducing the 
Reformation,” 

After thus stating the phenomenon of the time, as it 
presented itself to those who did not sympathise in it, 
the Article proceeds to account for it; and this it does 
by considering it as a re-action from the djy and super¬ 
ficial character of the religious teaching and the liter¬ 
ature of the last generation, or century, and as a result 
of the need which was felt both by the hearts and the 
intellects of the nation for a deeper ^philosophy, and as 
the evidence and as the partial fulfilment of that need, 
to which even the chief authors of the then generation 
had borne witness. First, I mentioned the literary 
influence of Walter Scott, who turned men’s minds to 
the direction of the middle ages. “The general need,” 
I said, “of something deeper and more attractive, than 
what had offered itself elsewhere, may be considered 
to have led to his popularity ; and by means of his 
popularity he re-acted on his readers, stimulating their 
mental thirst, feeding their hopes, setting before them 
visions, whicl^ when once seen, are not easily for¬ 
gotten and silently indoctrinating thetn with nobler 
ideas, which might afterwards be appealed to as first 
principles.” • 

Then I spoke of Coleridge* thus: “While history 
in prose and verse was thus made the instrument of 
Church feelings and opinions, a philosophical basis for 
the same was laid in England by a very original 
thinker, who, while,he indulged a liberty of speculation, 
which no Christian can tolerate, and advocated con- 
elusions which were often heathen rather than Christian, 
yet after'all instilled a higher philosophy into inquiring 
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minds, than they had hitherto been accustomed to 
accept In this way he made trial of his age, and 
succeeded in interesting its genius in the cause of 
Catholic truth.” 

Then come Southey and Wordsworth, “ two living 
poets, one of whom in the department of fantastic 
fiction, the ^ther in that of philosophical meditation, 
have addressed themselves to the same high principles 
and feelings, and carried forward their readers in the 
same direction.” 

Then comes the prediction of this re-action hazarded 
by “a sagacious observer withdrawn from the world, 
and surveying its movements from a distance,” Mr. 
Alexander Knox. He had said twenty years before the 
date of my Writing: “No Church on earth has more 
intrinsic excellence than the English Church, yet no 
Church probably has less practical influence. . * . 
The rich provision, jnade by the grace and providence 
of God, for habits of a noble kind, is evidence that 
men shall arise, fitted both by nature and ability, to 
discover for themselves, and to display to others, 
whatever yet remains undiscovered, tvhether in the 
words or works of God.” Also I referred to “a much 
venerated clergyman of the last generation,” who said 
shortly before his death, “Depend on it, the day will 
come, when those great doctrines, now buried, will be 
brought out to the light of day, and then the effect will 
be fearful.” I remarked upon this, that they who “now 
blame the impetuosity of the current, should rather 
turn their animadversions upon those who have dammed 
up a majestic? river, till it had become a flood.” • 

These being the circumstances under .which the 
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Movement began and progressed, it was absurd to 
refer it to the act of two or three individuals. It was 
not so much a movement as a “ spirit afloat; ” it was 
within us, “rising up in hearts where it was least 
suspected, and working itself, though not in secret, 
yet so subtly and impalpably, as hardly to admit of 
precaution or encounter on any ordinary human rules 
of opposition. It is,” I continued, “an adversary in 
the air, a something one and entire, a whole wherever 
it is, unapproachable and incapable of being grasped, 
as being the result of causes far deeper than political 
or other visible agencies, the spiritual awakening of 
spiritual wants.” 

To make this clear, I proceed to refer to the chief 
preachers of the revived doctrines at that moment, and 
to draw attention to the variety of their respective 
antecedents. Dr. Hook and Mr. Churton represented 
the High Church dignitaries of the last century; Mr. 
Perceval the Tory aristocracy; Mr. Keble came from 
a country parsonage; Mr. Palmer from Ireland; Dr. 
Pusey from the Universities of Germany, and the study 
of Arabic MSS.; Mr. Dodsworth from the study of 
Prophecy; Mr. Oakeley had gained his view^ as he 
hinpself expressed it, “ partly by study, partly by reflec¬ 
tion, partly by conversation with one or two friends, 
inquirers like himself”: while I speak of myself as 
being “ much indebted to the friendship of Archbishop 
Whately.” And thus I am led on to ask, “What head 
of a sect is there? What march of opinions can be 
traced from mind to mind among preachers such as 
these ?* They are one and all in their degree the organs 
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of one Sentiment, which has risen up simultaneously in 
many places very mysteriously.” 

My train of thought next led me to speak of the 
disciples of the Movement, and I freely acknowledged 
and lamented that they needed to be kept in order. It 
is very much to the purpose to draw attention to this 
point now, when such extravagances as then occurred, 
whatever they were, are simply laid to my door, or to 
the charge of the doctrines which I advocated. A man 
cannot do more than freely confess what is wrong, say 
that it need not be, that it ought not to be, and that he 
is very sorry that it should be. Now I said in the 
Article, which I am reviewing, that the great truths 
themselves, which we were preaching, must not be 
condemned on account of such abuse of them. “ Aberr¬ 
ations there must ever be, whatever the doctrine is, 
while the human heart is sensitive, capricious, and 
wayward. A mixed multitude went out of Egypt with 
the Israelites.” “There will ever be a number of 
persons,” I continued, “ professing the opinions of a 
movement party, who talk loudly and strangely, do odd 
or fierce things, display themselves unnecessarily, and 
disgust other people; persons, too young to be wise, 
too generous to be cautious, too warm to be sober, or 
too intellectual to be humble. Such persons will, be 
very apt to attach themselves to particular persons, to 
use particular names, to say things merely because 
others do, and to act in a.party-spirited way.” 

While I thus republish what I then said about such 
extravagances as occurred in these years, at the same 
time I have a very strong conviction that they furnished 
quite as much the welcome excuse for those *wl?o were 
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jealous or shy of us, as the stumbling-blocks of those 
who were well inclined to our doctrines. This too we 
felt at the time; but it was our duty to see that our 
good should not be evil spoken of; and accordingly 
two or three of the writers of the Tracts for the Times 
had commenced a Series of what they called ‘‘Plain 
Sermons ” with the avowed purpose of discouraging 
and correcting whatever was uppish or extreme in 
our followers: to this Series I contributed a volume 
myself. 

Its conductors say in their Prefade:—“ If, therefore, 
as time goes on, there shall be found persons who, 
admiring the innate beauty and majesty of the fuller 
system of Primitive Christianity, and seeing the trans¬ 
cendent strength of its principles, shall become loud and 
voluble advocates in their behalf, speaking the more 
freely, because they do not feel them deeply as founded in 
divine and eternal truth, of such persons it is our duty 
to declare plainly that, as we should contemplate their 
condition with serious misgiving, so would they be the 
last persons from whom we should seek support. 

“But if, on the other hand, there shall be any who, 
in the silent humility of their lives, and in their un¬ 
affected reverence for holy things, show that # they in 
truth accept these principles as real and substantial, 
and by habitual purity of heart and serenity of temper, 
give proof of their deep veneration for sacraments and 
sacramental ordinances, those persons, whether* our 
professed adherents or not f best exemplify the kind of 
character which the writers of the Tracts for the Times 
•have wished to form.” # 

These clergymen had the best of claims to use these 
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beautiful words, for they were themselves, all of them, 
important writers in the Tracts, the two Mr Kebles and 
Mr. Isaac Williams. And this passage, with which 
they ushered their Series into the world, I quoted in the 
Article, of which I am giving an account, and I added, 
“ What more can be required of the preachers of neg¬ 
lected truth than that they should admit that some, 
who do not assent to their preaching, are holier* 
and better men than some who do?” They were not 
answerable for the intemperance of those who dis¬ 
honoured a true Soctrine, provided they protested, as 
they did, against such intemperance. “They were not 
answerable for the dust and din which attends any great 
moral movement. The truer* doctrines are, the more 
liable they are to be perverted.” 

The notice of these incidental faults of opinion or 
temper in adherents of the Movement led on to a dis¬ 
cussion of the secondary causes, by means of which a 
system of doctrine may be embraced, modified, or de¬ 
veloped, of the variety of schools which may all be in 
the One Church, and of the succession ^of one phase of 
doctrine to another, while it is ever one and the same. 
Thus I was brought on to the subject of Antiquity, 
which ^vas the basis of the doctrine of the Via Media , 
and by which was not implied a servile imitation of # the 
the past, but such a reproduction of it as is really 
young, while it is old. “ We have good hope,” I say, 

“ that a system will be rising up, superior to the age, 
yet harmonizing with, and carrying out its higher 
points, which will attract to itself those who are willing 
to make a venture and to face difficulties, for the sak& 
of something higher in prospect. On this,* as on 
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other subjects, the proverb will apply, ‘ Fortes fortuna 
adjuvat.’” 

Lastly, I proceeded to the question of that future of 
the Anglican Church which was to be a new birth of the 
Ancient Religion. And I did not venture to pronounce 
upon it. “ About the future, we have no prospect 
before our minds whatever, good or bad/' Ever since 
that great luminary, Augustine, proved to be the last 
bishop of Hippo, Christians have had a lesson against 
attempting to foretell how Providence will prosper and ” 
[or?J “ bring to an end what it begins.” Perhaps the 
lately-revived principles would prevail in the Anglican 
Church; perhaps they would be lost in “ some miserable 
schism, or some more miserable compromise; but there 
was nothing rash in venturing to predict that ‘‘neither 
Puritanism nor Liberalism had any permanent inherit¬ 
ance within her.” I suppose I meant to say that in the 
present age, without the aid of Apostolical principles, 
the Anglican Church would, in the event, cease to exist. 

“As to Liberalism, we think the formularies of the 
Church will ever, with the aid of a good Providence, 
keep it from making any serious inroads upon the 
Clergy, Besides, it is too cold a principle to prevail 
with the multitude.” But as regarded what was called 
Evangelical Religion or Puritanism, there was more to 
cause alarm. I observed upon its organization; but on 
the other hand it had no intellectual basis, no internal 
idea, no principle of unity, no theology. “ Its 4 ad¬ 
herents,” I said, “are already separating from each 
other; they will melt away like a snow-drift. It has no 
'straightforward view on any one point on which it 
professes* to teach, and to hide its poverty, it has 
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dressed itself out in a maze of words. We have no 
dread of it at all; we only fear what it may lead to. 
It does not stand on intrenched ground, or make 
any pretence to a position; it does but occupy the 
space between contending- powers, Catholic Truth and 
Rationalism. Then indeed will be the stern encounter, 
when two real and living principles, simple, entire, and 
consistent, one in the Church, the other out of it, at 
length rush upon each other, contending not for names 
and words, or half-views, but for elementary notions 
and distinctive moral characters.” 

Whether the ideas of the coming age upon religion 
were true or false, they would be real. “ In the 
present day,” I said, “mistiness is the mother of 
wisdom. A man who can set down half-a-dozen 
general propositions, -which escape from destroying 
one another only by being diluted into truisms, who 
can hold the balance between opposites so skilfully 
as to do without fulcrum or beam, who never enunciates 
a truth without guarding himself against being supposed 
to exclude* the contradictory—who holds that Scripture 
is the only authority, yet that the Chfirch is to be 
deferred to, that faith only justifies, yet that it does 
not justify without works, that grace does not depend 
on the Sacraments, yet is not given without them, that 
bishops are a divine ordinance, yet those who have 
them not are in the same religious condition as those 
who Jhave—this is your safe man and the hope of the 
Church; this is what the Church is said to want, not 
party men, but sensible, temperate, sober, well-judging 
persons, to guide it through the channel of no-meaning, • 
between the Scylla and Charybdis of Aye and No.* 
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This state of things, however, I said, could not last, 
if men were to read and think. They u will not keep 
standing in that very attitude which you call sound 
Church - of - Englandism or orthodox Protestantism. 
They cannot go on for ever standing on one leg, or 
sitting without a chair, or walking with their feet tied, 
or grazing like Tityrus’s stags in the aim They will 
take one view or another, but it will be a consistent 
view. It may be Liberalism, or Erastianism, or Popery, 
or Catholicity; but it will be real.” 

I concluded the Article by saying that all who did 
not wish to be “democratic, or pantheistic, or popish,” 
must ‘ ‘ look out for some Via Media which will preserve 
us from what threatens, though it cannot restore the 
dead. The spirit of Luther is dead; but Hildebrand 
and Loyola are alive. Is it sensible, sober, judicious, 
to be so very angry with those writers of the day who 
point to the fact that our divines of the seventeenth 
century have occupied a ground which is the true and 
intelligible mean between extremes? Is it wise to 
quarrel with this ground, because it is not exactly what 
we should choose, had we the power of choice? Is it 
true moderation, instead of trying to fortify a middle 
doctrine, to fling stones at those who do ? . . . Would 
you rather have your sons and daughters members of 
th6 Church of England or of the Church of Rome ? ” 

And thus I left the matter. But, while I was thus 
speaking of the future of the Movement, I was in truth 
winding up my accounts with it, little dreaming that it 
was so to be;—white I was still, in some way or other, 
^feeling about for an available Via Media* I was soon 
to receive a shock which was to cast out of my 
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imagination all middle courses and compromises for 
ever. As I have said, this Article appeared in the 
April number of the British Critic; in the July number, 

I cannot tell why, there is no Article of mine; before 
the number for October, the event had happened to 
which I have alluded. 

But befort I proceed to describe what happened to 
me in the summer of 1839, I must detain the reader 
for a while, in order to describe the issue of the con¬ 
troversy between Rome and the Anglican Church, as 
I viewed it. Thi^ will involve some dry discussion; 
but it is as necessary for my narrative as plans of 
buildings and homesteads are often found to be in the 
proceedings of our law courts. * 

I have said already that, though the object of the 
Movement w*as to withstand the Liberalism of the 
day, I found and felt this could not be done by mere 
negatives. It was necessary for us to have a positive 
Church theory erected on a definite basis, This took 
me to thl great Anglican divines; and then of course 
1 found at once that it was impossibl? to form any 
such theory, without cutting across the teaching of 
the Church of Rome. Thus came in the Roman 
controversy. 

When I first turned myself to it, I had neither doubt 
on the subject, nor suspicion that doubt would ever 
come upon me. It was in this state of mind that I 
began to read up Bellarmine on the one hand, and 
numberless Anglican writers on the other. But I soon 
found, as others had found before me, that it was a* 
tangled and manifold controversy, difficult to master, 
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more difficult to put out of hand with neatness and 
precision. It was easy to make points, not easy to 
sum up and settle. It was not easy to find a clear 
issue for the dispute, and still less by a logical process 
to decide it in favour of Anglicanism. This difficulty, 
however, had no tendency whatever to harass or perplex 
me: it was a matter, not of convictions, but of proofs. 

First I saw, as all see who study the subject, that a 
broad distinction had to be drawn between the actual 
state of belief and of usage in the countries which were 
in communion with the Roman Church and her formal 
dogmas; the latter did not cover the former. Sensible 
pain, for instance, is not implied in the Tridentine 
decree upon Purgatory; but it was the traditions of 
the Latin Church, and I had seen the pictures of souls 
in flames in the streets of Naples. Bishop Lloyd had 
brought this distinction out strongly in an article in the 
British Critic in 1825; indeed, it was one of the most 
common objections made to the Church of Rome, that 
she dared not commit herself by formal decree to what 
nevertheless she sanctioned and allowed. Accordingly, 
in my Prophetical Office, I view as simply separate 
ideas Rome quiescent, and Rome in action. I con¬ 
trasted her creed, on the on&ffittnd, with her ordinary 
teaching, her controversial tone, her political and social 
beating, and her popular beliefs and practices on the 
other. 

While I made this distinction between the decrees 
and the traditions of Rome, I drew a parallel distinc¬ 
tion between Anglicanism quiescent, and Anglicanism 
in action. In its formal creed Anglicanism was not 
at a'gjreat distance from Rome: far otherwise, when 
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viewed in its insular spirit, the traditions of its establish¬ 
ment, its historical characteristics, its controversial 
rancour, and its private judgment. I disavowed and 
condemned those excesses, and called them “Pro¬ 
testantism” or “Ultra-Protestantism”: I wished to 
find a parallel disclaimer, on the part of Roman con¬ 
troversialist^’, of that popular system of beliefs and 
usages in their own Church, which I called “ Popery.” 
When that hope was a dream, I saw that the con¬ 
troversy lay between the book-theology of Anglicanism 
on the one side, aryl the living system of what I called 
Roman corruption on the other. I could not get further 
than this ; with this result I was forced to content 
myself. 

These then were the parties in the controversy:— 
the Anglican Via Media and the popular religion ot 
Rome. And next, as to the issue, to which the con¬ 
troversy between them was to be brought, it was 
this:—the Anglican disputant took his stand upon 
Antiquity or Apostolicity, the Roman upon Catholicity. 
The Ang^jcan said to the Roman: “There is but One 
Faith, the Ancient, and you have not k^pt to it;” the 
Roman retorted: “There is but One Church, the 
Catholic, and you are out of it.” The Anglican urged: 
“ Your ^special beliefs, practices, modes of action, are 
nowhere in Antiquity;” the Roman objected: “ You<lo 
not communicate with any one Church besides your 
own and its offshoots, and you have discarded prin¬ 
ciple’s, doctrines, sacraments, and usages, which are 
and ever have been received in the East and the West.” 
The true Church, as defined in the Creeds, was both 
Catholic and Apostolic; now, as I viewed the con-* 

i*—?i 
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troversy in which I was engaged, England and Rome 
had divided these notes or prerogatives between them: 
the cause lay thus, Apostolicity versus Catholicity. 

However, in thus stating the matter, of course I 
do not wish it supposed that I considered the note 
of Catholicity really to belong to Rome, to the dis¬ 
paragement of the Anglican Church; but that the 
special point or plea of Rome in the controversy was 
Catholicity, as the Anglican plea was Antiquity. Of 
course, I contended that the Roman idea of Catholicity 
was not ancient and apostolic. It in my judgment 
at the utmost only natural, becoming, expedient, that 
the whole of Christendom should be united in one 
visible body; while such a unity might be, on the other 
hand, a mere heartless and political combination. For 
myself, I held with the Anglican divines, that, in the 
Primitive Church, there was a very real mutual inde¬ 
pendence between its separate parts, though, from a 
dictate of charity, there was in fact a close union 
between them. 1 considered that each See and Diocese 
might be compared to a -crystal, and that (each was 
similar to the vest, and that the sum total of them all 
was only a collection of crystals. The unity of the 
Church lay, not in its being d polity, but in its being 
a family, a race, coming down by apostolical descent 
frcfln its first founders and bishops. And I considered 
this truth brought out, beyond the possibility of dispute, 
in the Epistles of St. Ignatius, in which the Bishqp is 
represented as the one supreme authority in the Church, 
that is, in his own place, with no one above him, except 
as, for the sake of ecclesiastical order atjd expedience, 
arrangements had been made by which one was put 
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over or under another. So much for our own claim to 
Catholicity, which was so perversely appropriated by 
our opponents to themselves: on the other hand, as 
to our special strong point, Antiquity, while of course, 
by means of it, we were able to condemn most emphatic¬ 
ally the novel claim of Rome to domineer over other 
Churches, xyhich were in truth her equals, further than 
that, we thereby especially convicted her of the intoler¬ 
able offence of having added to the Faith. This was 
the critical head of accusation urged against her by the 
Anglican disputax^, and, as he referred to St. Ignatius 
in proof that he himself was a true Catholic, in spite 
of being separated from Rome, so he triumphantly 
referred to the Treatise of Vincentius of Lerins upon 
the “ Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus,” 
in proof that the controversialists of Rome were 
separated in their creed from the Apostolical and 
primitive faith. 

Of course, those controversialists had their own 
answer to him, with which I am not concerned in this 
place; h|re I am only concerned with the issue itself, 
between the one party and the other—Antiquity versus 
Catholicity, 

Now I will proceed to illustrate what I have been 
saying*of the status of the controversy, as it presented 
itself to my mind, by extracts from my writings ofr the 
dates of 1836, 1840, and 1841. And I introduce them 
wi^Ji a remark, which especially applies to the paper 
from which I shall quote first, of the date of 1836. 
That paper appeared in the March and April numbers 
of the British Magazine of that year, and was entitled 
“ Home Thoughts Abroad.” Now it will be found 
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that, in the discussion which it contains, as in various 
other writings of mine, when I was in the Anglican 
Church, the argument in behalf of Rome is stated with 
considerable perspicuity and force. And at the time 
my friends and supporters cried out “How imprudent!” 
and both at the time, and especially at a later date, my 
enemies have cried out, “How insidious Friends 
and foes virtually agreed in their criticism; I had set 
out the cause which I was combating to the best 
advantage: this was an offence; it might be from 
imprudence, it might be with a traitorous design. It 
was from neither the one nor the other; but for the 
following reasons. First, I had a^ great impatience, 
whatever was the subject, of not bringing out the 
whole of it as clearly as I could; next, 1 wished to be 
as*#rffr to my adversaries as possible; and thirdly, I 
thought that there was a great deal of shallowness 
among our own friends, and that they undervalued the 
strength of the argument in behalf of Rome, and that 
they ought to be roused to a more exact apprehension 
of the position of the controversy. At a l£ter date 
(1841), when I areally felt the force of the Roman side 
of the question myself, as a difficulty which had to 
be met, I had a fourth reason for such frankness in 
argument, and that was, because a number of persons 
wer6 unsettled far more than I was as to the Catholicity 
of the Anglican Church. It was quite plain, that, 
unless I was perfectly candid in stating what could^be 
said against it, there was no chance that any representa¬ 
tions, which I felt to be in its favour, or at least to be 
adverse to Rome, would have had theii; real weight 
duly acknowledged. At all times I had a deep con- 
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viction, to put the matter on the lowest ground, that 
“honesty was the best policy.” Accordingly, in 1841, 
I expressed myself thus on the Anglican difficulty: 
“This is an objection which we must honestly say is 
deeply felt by many people, and not inconsiderable 
ones; and # the more it. is openly avowed to be a 
difficulty, the better; for there is then the chance of 
its being acknowledged, and in the course of time 
obviated, as far as may be, by those who have the 
power. Flagrant evils cure themselves by being 
flagrant; and we are sanguine that the time is come 
when so great an evil as this is cannot stand its ground 
against the good feeling and common sense of religious 
persons. It is the very strength of Romanism against 
us; and, unless the proper persons take it into'their 
serious consideration, they may look for certain to 
undergo the loss, as time goes on, of some whom 
they would least like to be lost to our Church.” The 
measure which I had especially in view in this passage 
was they^roject of a Jerusalem Bishopric, which the 
then Archbishop of Canterbury was at # that time con¬ 
cocting with M. Bunsen, and of which I shall speak 
more in the sequel. And now to return to the “ Home 
Thoughts Abroad ” of the spring of 1836:— 

The discussion contained in this composition ruias in 
the form of a dialogue. One of the disputants says: 
“You say to me that the Church of Rome is corrupt. 
What then ? to cut off a limb is a strange way of saving 
it from the influence of some constitutional ailment. 
Indigestion may cause cramp in the extremities; yet 
we spare our poor feet notwithstanding. Surely therl 
is such a religious fact as the existence of fl great 
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Catholic body, union with which is a Christian privilege 
and duty. Now, we English are separate from it.” 

The other answers : “ The present is an unsatisfactory, 
miserable state of things, yet I can grant no more. The 
Church is founded on a doctrine,—on the gospel of 
Truth ; it is a means to an end. Perish jhe Church, 
(though, blessed be the promise 1 this cannot be,) yet 
let it perish rather than the Truth should fail. Purity 
of faith is more precious to the Christian than unity 
itself. If Rome has erred grievously in doctrine, then 
it is a duty to separate even from Rome.” 

His friend, who takes the Roman side of the argu¬ 
ment, refers to the image of the Vine and its branches, 
which is found, I think, in St. Cyprian, as if a branch 
cut from the Catholic Vine must {i necessarily die. Also 
he quotes a passage from St. Augustine in controversy 
with the Donatists to the same effect; viz. that, as 
being separated from the body of the Church, they were 
ipso facto cut off from the heritage of Christ. And he 
quotes St. Cyril’s argument drawn from the ^f/ery title 
Catholic, whicl} no body or communion of men has ever 
dared or been able to appropriate, besides one. He 
adds, u Now, I am only contending for the fact, that 
the communion of Rome constitutes the main body of 
the Church Catholic, and that we are split off from it, 
and in the condition of the Donatists.” 

The other replies, by denying the fact that the present 
Roman communion is like St. Augustine’s Catholic 
Church, inasmuch as there are to be taken into account 
the large Anglican and Greek communions. Presently 
he takes the offensive, naming distinctly the points, in 
which ftoine has departed from Primitive Christianity, 
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viz. “the practical idolatry, the virtual worship of the 
Virgin and Saints, which are the offence of the Latin 
Church, and the degradation of moral truth and duty, 
which follows from these.” And again: “We cannot 
ioin a Church, did we wish it ever so much, which does 
not acknowledge our orders, refuses us the Cup, 
demands 01ft acquiescence in image-worship, and ex¬ 
communicates us, if we do not receive it and all other 
decisions of the Tridentine Council.” 

His opponent answers these objections by referring 
to the doctrine cff “developments of gospel truth.” 
Besides, “The Anglican system itself is not found 
complete in those early centuries ; so that the [Anglican] 
principle [of Antiquity] is self-destructive.” “When a 
man takes up this Via Media , he is a mere doctrinaire ; ’ ’ 
he is like those, ’’“^bo, in some matter of business, 
start up to suggest their own little crotchet, and are 
ever measuring mountains with a pocket ruler, or im¬ 
proving the planetary courses*” “The Via Media has 
slept in^Iibraries; it is a substitute of infancy for 
manhood” 

It is plain, then, that at the end of 1835 or beginning 
of 1836, I had the whole state of the question before 
me, on which, to my mind, the decision between the 
Churches depended. It is observable that the question 
of the position of the Pope, whether as the centre of 
unity, or as the source of jurisdiction, did not come into 
my* thoughts at all; nor did it, I think I may say, to 
the end. I doubt whether I ever distinctly held any of 
his powers to be de jure divine , while 1 was in the 
Anglican Chtirch ;—not that I saw any difficulty in thp 
doctrine j not that, together with the history pf J$t. Leo, 
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of which I shall speak by-and-by, the idea of his infalli¬ 
bility did not cross my mind, for it did,—but after all, 
in my view the controversy did not turn upon it; it 
turned upon the Faith and the Church. This was my 
issue of the controversy from the beginning to the end. 
There was a contrariety of claims between the Roman 
and Anglican religions, and the history of my conversion 
is simply the process of working it out to a solution. 
In 1838 I illustrated it by the contrast presented to us 
between the Madonna and Child, and a Calvary. I said 
that the peculiarity of the Anglican theology was this, 
—that it “supposed the Truth to be entirely objective 
and detached, not ” (as the Roman) “lying hid in the 
bosom of the Church as if one with her, clinging to and 
(as it were) lost in her embrace, but as being sole and 
unapproachable, as on the Cross or at the Resurrection, 
with the Church close by, but in the background.” 

As I viewed the controversy in 1836 and 1838, so I 
viewed it in 1840 and 1841. In the British Critic of 
January 1840, after gradually investigating low the 
matter lies between the Churches by meafis of a 
dialogue, I encf thus: “It would seem, that, in the 
above discussion, each disputant has a strong point: 
our strong point is the argument from Primiti^eness, 
that % of Romanists from Universality. It is a fact, 
however it is to be accounted for, that Rome has added 
to the Creed; and it is a fact, however we justify our¬ 
selves, that we are estranged from the great bod/of 
Christians over the world. And each of these two facts 
is at first sight a grave difficulty in the respective 
S5 r stems to which they belong.” Again, “ While Rome, 
though »ot deferring to the Fathers, recognizes them, 
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and England, not deferring to the large body of the 
Church, recognizes it, both Rome and England have a 
point to clear up.” 

And still more strongly in July, 1841 : 

“ If the Note of schism, on the one hand, lies against 
England, an antagonist disgrace lies upon Rome, the 
Note of idofatry. Let us not be mistaken here ; we are 
neither accusing Rome of idolatry, nor ourselves of 
schism ; we think neither charge tenable ; but still the 
Roman Church practises what is so like idolatry, and 
the English Church makes much of what is so very like 
schism, that without deciding what is the duty of a 
Roman Catholic towards the Church of England in her 
present state, we do seriously 'think that members of 
the English Church have a providential direction given 
them, how to comport themselves towards the Church 
of Rome, while she is what she is.” 

One remark more about Antiquity and the Via Media . 
As time went on, without doubting the strength of the 
AnglicanVargument from Antiquity, 1 felt also that it 
was not merely our special plea, but our only one. Also 
1 felt that the Via Media y which was to represent it, 
was to be a sort of remodelled and adapted Antiquity. 
This I gbserve both in Home Thoughts Abroad, and in 
the Article of the British Critic which I have analysed 
above. But this circumstance, that after all we must 
use private judgment upon Antiquity, created a sort of 
distfust of my theory altogether, which in the conclusion 
of my Volume on the Prophetical Office I express thus : 

‘ ‘ Now that our discussions draw to a close, the thought, 
with which we entered on the subject, is apt to recur,* 
when the excitement of the inquiry has subsided, and 
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weariness has succeeded, that what has been said is but 
a dream, the wanton exercise, rather than the practical 
conclusions of the intellect.” And I conclude the 
paragraph by anticipating a line of thought into which 
I was, in the event, almost obliged to take refuge: 
“ After all,” I say, “the Church is ever invisible in its 
day, and faith only apprehends it.” What was this, 
but to give up the Notes of a visible Church altogether, 
whether the Catholic Note or the Apostolic ? 

The Long Vacation of 1839 began %arly. There had 
been a great many visitors to Oxford from Easter to 
Commemoration; and Dr. Pusey and myself had 
attracted attention, more, I think, than any former 
year. I had put away from me the controversy with 
Rome for more than two years. In my Parochial 
Sermons the subject had never been introduced: theie 
had been nothing for two years, either in my Tracts or 
in the British Critic, of a polemical character. I was 
returning, for the Vacation, to the course (^reading 
which I had m|ny years before chosen as especially my 
own. I have no reason to suppose that the thoughts 
of Rome came across my mind at all. About the 
middle of June I began to Study and master the Jiistory 
of the Monophysites. I was absorbed in the doctrinal 
question. This was from about June 13th to August 
30th. It was during this course of reading that for the 
first time a doubt came upon me of the tenableness of 
Anglicanism. I recollect on the 30th of July mention¬ 
ing to a friend, whom I had accidentally met, how 
temarkable the history was ; but J>y the end of August 
I was Sbrfously alarmed. 
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I have described in a former work, how the history 
affected me. My stronghold was Antiquity ; now here, 
in the middle of the fifth century, I found, as it seemed 
to me, Christendom of the sixteenth and the nineteenth 
centuries reflected. I saw my face in that mirror, and 
I was a Mogophysite. The Church of the Via Media 
was in the position of the Oriental communion, Rome 
was, where she now is ; and the Protestants were the 
Eutychians. Of all passages of history, since history 
has been, who would have thought of going to the 
sayings and doings of old Eutyches, that delirus senex , 
as (I think) Petavius calls him, and to the enormities of 
the unprincipled Dioscorus, in o/der to be converted to 
Rome ! 

Now let it be simply understood that I am not 
writing controversially, but with the one object of 
relating things as they happened to me in the course 
of my conversion. With this view I will quote a 
passage from the account, which I gave in 1850, of my 
reasonings and feelings in 1839 : 

“It was difficult to make out how £he Eutychians 
or Monophysites were ' heretics, unless Protestants 
and Anglicans were heretics also; difficult to find 
arguments against the Tridentine Fathers, which did 
not tell against the Fathers of Chalcedon; difficult to 
condemn the, Popes of the sixteenth century, without 
condemning the Popes of the fifth. The drama of 
religion, and the combat of truth and error, were ever 
one and the same. The principles and proceedings 
of the Church now^ were those of the Church then; 
the principles and proceedings of heretics then, wer& 
those of Protestants now. I found it s6,—almost 
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fearfully; there was an awful similitude, more awful, 
because so silent and unimpassioned, between the dead 
records of the past and the feverish chronicle of 
the present* The shadow of the fifth century was 
on the sixteenth. It was like a spirit rising from the 
troubled waters of the old world, w r ith thg shape and 
lineaments of the new. The Church then, as now, 
might be called peremptory and stern, resolute, over¬ 
bearing, and relentless; and heretics were shifting, 
changeable, reserved, and deceitful, ever courting civil 
power, and never agreeing together,^except by its aid ; 
and the civil power was ever aiming at comprehensions, 
trying to put the invisible out of view, and substituting 
expediency for faith. What was the use of continuing 
the controversy, or defending my position, if, after all, 
I was forging arguments for Arius or Eutyches, and 
turning devil’s advocate against the much-enduring 
Athanasius and the majestic Leo? Be my soul with 
the Saints! and shall I lift up my hand against them ? 
Sooner may my right hand forget her cunr/ng, and 
wither outrigfyt, as his who once stretcher it out 
against a prophet of God! anathema to a whole tribe 
of Cranmers, Ridleys, Latimefs, and Jewels! perish 
the names of Bramhall, Ussher, Taylor, Stillij?gfleet, 
and#Barrow from the face of the earth, ere I should do 
aught but fall at their feet in love and in worship, 
whose image was continually before my eyes, and 
whose musical words were ever in my ears and on *my 
tongue !” 

Hardly had I brought my course of reading to a 
dlose, when the Dublin Review of that same August 
was put into my hands, by friends who were more 
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favourable to the cause of Rome than I was myself. 
There was an Article in it 011 the “ Anglican Claim’’ 
by Bishop Wiseman. This was about the middle 
of September. It was on the Donatists, with an 
application to Anglicanism. I read it, and did not see 
much in it. The Donatist controversy was known to 
me for some years, as I have instanced above. The 
case was not parallel to that of the Anglican Church. 
St. Augustine in Africa wrote against the Donatists in 
Africa. They were a furious party who made a schism 
within the Africa^,Church, and not beyond its limits. 
It was a case of Altar against Altar, of two occupants 
of the same See, as that between the Non-jurors in 
England and the Established Church ; not the case of 
one Church against another, as Rome against the 
Oriental Monophysites. But my friend, an anxiously 
religious man, now, as then, very dear to me, a 
Protestant still, pointed out the palmary words of 
St. Augustine, which were contained in one of the 
extracts made in the Review , and which had escaped 
my observation. “ Securus judicat orbis terrarum.” 
He repealed these words again and again, and, when 
he was gone, they kept ringing in my ears. u Securus 
judicat orbis terrarum they were words which went 
beyond "the occasion of the Donatists : they applied to 
that of the Monophysites. They gave a cogency* to 
the Article, which had escaped me at first. They 
decided ecclesiastical questions on a simpler rule than 
that of Antiquity ; nay, St. Augustine was one of the 
prime oracles of Antiquity; here then Antiquity was 
deciding against itself. What a light was hereby # 
thrown upon every controversy In the Churc^I not 
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that, for the moment, the multitude may not falter 
in their judgment,—not that, in the Arian hurricane, 
Sees more than can be numbered did not bend before 
its fury, and fall off from St. Athanasius,—not that 
the crowd of Oriental Bishops did not need to be 
sustained during the contest by the voice and the eye of 
St. Leo ; but that the deliberate judgment,* in which the 
whole Church at length rests and acquiesces, is an 
infallible prescription and a final sentence against such 
portions of it as protest and secede. Who can account 
for the impressions which are ma(je on him ! For a 
mere sentence, the words of St. Augustine, struck me 
with a power which I never had felt from any words 
before. To take a familiar instance, they were like 
the “Turn again Whittington” of the chime; or, 
to take a more serious one, they were like the “Tolle, 
lege,—Tolle, lege,” of the child, which converted 
St. Augustine himself. “ Securus judicat orbis terra- 
rum!” By those great words of the ancient Father, 
the theory of the Via Media was absolutely pulverized. 

I became excited at the view thus opened upon 
me. I was just starting on a round of visits; and 
I mentioned my state of mind to two most intimate 
friends: I think to no others. After a while 1 got 
calm, and at length the vivid impression upon my 
imagination faded away. What I thought about it 
on reflection, I will attempt to describe presently. 
I had to determine its logical value, and its bearing 
upon my duty. Meanwhile, so far as this was certain, 
-‘--I had seen the shadow of a hand upon the wall. It 
# was clear that I had a good deal to learn on the 
question of the Churches, and that perhaps some 
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new light was coming upon me. He who has seen 
a ghosts cannot be as if he had never seen it. The 
heavens had opened and closed again. The thought 
for the moment had been, “The Church of Rome will 
be found right after all;” and then it had vanished. 
My old convictions remained as before. 

At this time, I wrote my “Sermon on Divine Calls,” 
which I published in my volume of Plain Sermons . It 
ends thus:— 

“O that we could take that simple view of things, 
as to feel that tfy^ one thing which lies before us is 
to please God ! What gain is it to please the world, 
to please the great, nay even to please those whom 
we love, compared with this ? What gain is it to be 
applauded, admired, courted, followed,—compared with 
this one aim, of * not being disobedient to a heavenly 
vision?’ What can this world offer comparable with 
that insight into spiritual things, that keen faith, that 
heavenly peace, that high sanctity, that everlasting 
righteousness, that hope of gloiy, which they have, 
who in sincerity love and follow our Lord Jesus Christ? 
Let us beg and pray Him day by day to reveal Himself 
to our souls more fully, to quicken our senses, to give 
us sight and hearing, taste and touch of the world to 
come; So to work within us, that we may sincerely say, 

1 Thou shalt guide me with Thy counsel, and after 
that receive me with glory. Whom have I in heaven 
but 'Thee ? and there is none upon earth that I desire in 
comparison of Thee. My flesh and my heart faileth, 
but God is the strength of my heart, and my portion for 
ever.”' 0 , 

Now to trace the succession of thoughts^ apd the 
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conclusions, and the consequent innovations on my 
previous belief, and the general conduct, to which I 
was led, upon this sudden visitation. And first, I will 
say, whatever conies of saying it, for I leave inferences 
to others, that for years 1 must have had something of 
an habitual notion, though it was latent, and had never 
led me to distrust my own convictions, that my mind 
had not found its ultimate rest, and that in some sense 
or other I was on journey. During the same passage 
across the Mediterranean in which I wrote “Lead 
kindly light,” I also wrote the verses, which are found 
in the Lyra under the head of “Providences,” beginning, 
“When I look back.” This was in 1833; and, since I 
have begun this narrative, I have found a memorandum 
under the date of September 7, 1829, in which I speak 
of myself, as “now in my rooms in Oriel College, 
slowly advancing, etc., and led on by God’s hand 
blindly, not knowing whither He is taking me.” 
But, whatever this presentiment be worth, it was no 
protection against the dismay and disgust,^which I 
felt, in consequence of the dreadful misgiving^, of which 
1 have been elating the history. The one question 
was, what was I to do? I had to make up my mind 
for myself, and others could not help me. I determined 
to be guided, not by my imagination, but by my'■reason. 
Anct this 1 said over and over again in the years which 
followed, both in conversation and in private letters. 
Had it not been for this severe resolve, I should have 
been a Catholic sooner than I was. Moreover, I felt 
on consideration a positive doubt, on the other hand, 
t whether the suggestion did not come* from below. 
Then I. said to myself, Time alone can solve that 
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question. It was my business to go on as usual, t© obey 
those convictions to which I had so long surrendered 
myself, which still had possession of me, and on which 
my new thoughts had no direct bearing. That new 
conception of things should only so far influence me, 
as it had a logical claim to do so. If it came from 
above, it wo%ld come again ;—so I trusted,—and with 
more definite outlines. I thought of Samuel, before 
“he knew the word of the Lord;” and therefore I went, 

4 lay down to sleep again. This was my broad view 
of the matter, and sny primti facie conclusion. 

However, my new historical fact had to a certain 
point a logical force. Down had come the Via Media 
as a definite theory or schemfe, under the blows of 
St. Leo. My “ Prophetical Office ” had come to pieces ; 
not indeed as an argument against “Roman errors,” 
nor as against Protestantism, but as in behalf of 
England. I had no more a distinctive plea for Anglican¬ 
ism, unless I would be a Monophysite. I had, most 
painfully, to fall back upon my three original points of 
belief, wl^'ch I have spoken so much of in a former 
passage,—the principle of dogma, tlSacramental 
system, and anti-Romanism. Of these three, the first 
two were better secured in Rome than in the Anglican 
Church. The Apostolical Succession, the two promiq^nt 
sacraments, and the primitive Creeds, belonged, indeed, 
to the latter, but there had been and was far less 
strictness on matters of dogma and ritual in the 
Anglican system than in the Roman : in consequence, 
my main argument for the Anglican claims lay in the 
positive and «special charges, which I could bring* 
against Rome. I had no positive Anglican theory. 

j .—12 
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I was very nearly a pure Protestant. Lutherans had a 
sort of theology, so had Calvinists ; I had none. 

However, this pure Protestantism, to which I was 
gradually left, was really a practical principle. It 
was a strong, though it was only a negative ground, 
and it still had great hold on me. As a boy of fifteen, 
1 had so fully imbibed it, that I had actfcally erased 
in my Gradtts ad Parnassum , such titles, under the 
word “Papa,” as “ Christi Vicarius,” “ sacer inter- 
pres,” and “sceptra gerens,” and substituted epithets 
so vile that I cannot bring myself to write them down 
here. The effect of this early persuasion remained as, 
what I have already called it, a “stain upon my 
imagination.” As regards my reason, I began in 1833 
to form theories on the subject, which tended to 
obliterate it. In the first part of Home Thoughts 
Abroad, written in that year, after speaking of Rome 
as “undeniably the most exalted Church in the whole 
world,” and manifesting, “in all the truth and beauty 
of the Spirit, that side of high mental excellence, which 
Pagan Rome attempted but could not realize,—high- 
mindedness, ntajesty, and the calm consciousness of 
power,”—I proceed to say, “Alas! . . . the old spirit 
has revived, and the monster of Daniel’s vision, un¬ 
tamed by its former judgments, has seized upon 
Christianity as the new instrument of its impieties, 
and awaits a second and final woe from God’s hand. 


Surely the doctrine of the Genius Loci is not without 
foundation, and explains to us how the blessing or the 
curse attaches to cities and countries, not to genera¬ 
tions. Michael is represented (in the book of Daniel) 
as opposed to the Prince of the kingdom of Persia. 
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Old Rome is still alive. The Sorceress upon the Seven 
Hills, in the book of Revelation, is not the Church of 
Rome, but Rome itself, the bad spirit, which, in its 
former shape, was the animating spirit of the Fourth 
Monarchy.” Then I refer to St. Malachi’s Prophecy 
which * ‘makes a like distinction between the City and 
the Churcl# of Rome. ‘ In the last persecution, 1 it 
says, ‘ of the Holy Roman Church, Peter of Rome shall 
be on the throne, who shall feed his flock in many tribu¬ 
lations. When these are past, the City upon the 
Seven Hills shall»be destroyed, and the awful Judge 
shall judge the people.’ ” Then I append my moral. 
“I deny that the distinction is unmeaning; Is it 
nothing to be able to look on our Mother, to whom we 
owe the blessing of Christianity, with affection instead 
of hatred? with pity, indeed, ay, and fear, but not 
with horror? Is it nothing to rescue her from the hard 
names, which interpreters of prophecy have put upon 
her, as an idolatress and an enemy of God, when she is 
deceived rather than a deceiver? Nothing to be able 
to account her priests as ordained of God, and anointed 
for their spiritual functions by the Hofcjf Spirit, instead 
of considering her communion the bond of Satan ? ” 
This was my first advance in rescuing, on an intelligible, 
intellectual basis, the Roman Church from the designa¬ 
tion of Antichrist; it was not the Church, but the old 
dethroned Pagan monster, still living in the ruined city, 
tha| was Antichrist. 


In a Tract in 1838, I profess to give the opinions of 
the Fathers on the subject, and the conclusions to 
which I come* are still less violent against the Roman 
Church, though on the same basis as before.* I say 
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that the local Christian Church of Rome has been the 


means of shielding - the pagan city from ‘the fulness of 
those judgments, which are due to it; and that, in 
consequence of this, though Babylon has been utterly 
swept from the earth, Rome remains to this day. The 
reason seemed to be simply this, that, when the 
barbarians came down, God had a people ifi that city. 
Babylon was a mere prison of the Church; Rome had 
received her as a guest. “ That vengeance has never 
fallen: it is still suspended ; nor can reason be given 
why Rome has not fallen under tbn rule of God’s 


general dealings with His rebellious creatures, except 
that a Christian Church is still in that city, sanctifying 
it, interceding for it, saving it.” I add in a note, “ No 
opinion, one way or the other, is here expressed as to 
the question, how far, as the local Church has saved 
Rome, so Rome has corrupted the local Church; or 
whether the local Church in consequence, or again 
whether other Churches elsewhere, may or may not be 
types of Antichrist.” I quote all this in order fio show 
how Bishop Newton was still upon my mind, even in 
1838 ; and ho^< was feeling after some other interpre¬ 
tation of prophecy instead of his, and not without a 
good deal of hesitation. 


However, I have found notes written in MarchJ 1839, 
which anticipate my Article in the British Critic of 
October, 1840, in which I contended that the Churches 
of Rome and England were both one, and also the <nne 
true Church, for the very reason that they had both 
been stigmatized by the name of Antichrist, proving my 
point from the text, “If they have called the Master of 
the Hovse Beelzebub, how much more them of His 
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household/’ and quoting largely from Puritans and 
Independents to show that, in their mouths, the 
Anglican Church is Antichrist and Antichristian as well 
as the Roman. I urged in that article that the calumny 
of being Antichrist is almost ‘‘one of the notes of the 
true Church;” and that “there is no medium between 
a Vice-Chflst and Anti-Christ; ” for “it is not the acts 
that make the difference between them, but the authority . 
for those acts.” This of course was $ new mode of 
viewing the question ; but we cannot unmake ourselves 
or change our habits in a moment. It is quite clear, 
that, if I dared not commit myself in 1838, to the belief 
that the Church of Rome was not a type of Antichrist, 

I could not have thrown off the unreasoning prejudice 
and suspicion which I cherished about her, for some 
time after, at least by fits and starts, in spile of the 
conviction of my reason. I cannot prove this, but I 
believe it to have been the case from what I recollect of 


myself. Nor was there anything in the history of St. 
Leo arfl the Monophysites to undo the firm belief I had 


in the existence of what I called the practical abuses 
and excesses of Rome. 


To the inconsistencies then, to the ambition and 


intrigue, to the sophistries of Rome (as I considered 
them to be) I had recourse in my opposition to. her, 
both public and personal. I did so by way of a relief. 
I had a great and growing dislike, after the summer of 
1859, to speak against the Roman Church herself or 
her formal doctrines. I was very averse to speak 
against doctrines, which might possibly turn out to be 
true, though'at the time I had no reason for thinking 
they were, or against the Church, which had preserved 
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them. I began to have misgivings, that, strong as my 
own feelings had been against her, yet in some things 
which I had said, I had taken the statements of 
Anglican divines for granted without weighing them for 
myself. I said to a friend in 1840, in a letter, which I 
shall use presently, “ I am troubled by doubts whether 
as it is, I have not, in what I have published, spoken 
too strongly against Rome, though I think I did it in a 
kind of faith, being determined to put myself into the 
English system, and say all that our divines said, 
whether I had fully weighed it or ifst.” I was sore 
about the great Anglican divines, as if they had taken 
me in, and made me say strong things, which facts did 
not justify. Yet I did still hold in substance all that I 
had said against the Church of Rome in my Prophetical 
Office. I felt the force of the usual Protestant objec¬ 
tions against her; I believed that we had the Apostolical 
succession in the Anglican Church, and the grace of the 
sacraments ; I was not sure that the difficulty of its 
isolation might not be overcome, though I was fiar from 
sure that it could. I did not see any clear propf that it 
had committeef‘itself to any heresy, or had taken part 
against the truth; and I was not sure that it would not 
revive into full Apostolic purity and strength, and grow 
into t union with Rome herself (Rome explaining her 
doctrines and guarding against their abuse), that is, if 
we were but patient and hopeful. I wished for union 
between the Anglican Church and Rome, if, and when, 
it was possible; and I did what I could to gain weekly 
prayers for that object. The ground which I felt good 
against her was the moral ground : I felt I could not be 
wrong in-striking at her political and social line of 
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action. The alliance of a dogmatic religion with 
liberals, high or low, seemed to me a providential 
direction against moving towards it, and a better 
“ Preservative against Popery,” than the three volumes 
of folio, in which, I think, that prophylactic is to be 
found. However, on occasions which demanded it, I 
felt it a cfcity to give out plainly all that I thought, 
though I did not like to do so. One such instance 
occurred when I had to publish a letter about Tract 90. 
In that letter I said, “ Instead of setting before the 
soul the Holy Trinity, and heaven and hell, the Church 
of Rome does seem to me, as a popular system, to 
preach the Blessed Virgin and the Saints, and purga¬ 
tory.” On this occasion I recollect expressing to a 
friend the distress it gave me thus to speak; but, I 
said, “ How can I help saying it, if I think it? and I 
do think it; my Bishop calls on me to say out what 
I think; and that is the long and the short of it.” 
But I recollected Ilurrell Froude’s words to me, almost 
his dying words, “ I must enter another protest against 
your cursing and swearing. What good can it do? 
and I clll it uncharitable to an excess** How mistaken 
we may ourselves be on many points that are only 
gradually opening on us !” 

Instead then of speaking of errors in doctrine, I was 
driven, by my state of mind, to insist upon the political 
conduct, the controversial bearing, and the social 
methods and manifestations of Rome. And here I 
found a matter close at hand, which affected me most 
sensibly too, because it was before my eyes. I can 
hardly describe too strongly my feeling upon it. I 
had an unspeakable aversion to the policy^ a^id acts of 
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Mr. O’Connell, because, as I thought, he associated 
himself with men of all religions and no religion against 
the Anglican Church, and advanced Catholicism by 
violence and intrigue. When then I found him taken 
up by the English Catholics, and, as I supposed, at 
Rome, I considered I had a fulfilment before my eyes 
how the Court of Rome played fast anck loose, and 
fulfilled the bad points which I had seen put down in 
books against it. Here we saw what Rome was in 
action, whatever she might be when quiescent. Her 
conduct was simply secular and political. 

This feeling led me info the excess of being very rude 
to that zealous and most charitable man, Mr. Spencer, 
when he came to Oxford in January, 3840, to get 
Anglicans to set about praying for Unity. I myself 
then, or soon after, drew up such prayers; it was one 
of the first thoughts which came upon me after my 
shock, but I was too much annoyed with the political 
action of the members of the Roman Church in England 
to wish to have anything to do with them personally. 
So glad in my heart was I to see him when he came to 
my rooms, whether Mr. Palmer of Magdalen* brought 
him, that I could have laughed for joy; I think I did; 
but I was very rude to him, I would not meet him at 
dinner, and that (though I did not say so) bechuse I 
considered him “in loco apostatae ” from the Anglican 
Church, and I hereby beg his pardon for it. I wrote 
afterwards with a view to apologize, but I daresayJie 
must have thought that I made the matter worse, for 
these were my words to him:— 

“The news that you are praying for, us is most 
touching^ and raises a variety of indescribable eruptions. 
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May their prayers return abundantly into their own 
bosoms ! Why then do I not meet you in a manner 
conformable with these first feelings? For this single 
reason, if I may say it, that your acts are contrary to 
your words. You invite us to a union of hearts, at 
the same time that you are doing all you can, not to 
restore, not* to reform, not to re-unite, but to destroy 
our Church. You go further than your principles 
require. You are leagued with our enemies. ‘The 
voice is Jacob’s voice, but the hands are the hands of 
Esau.’ This is ^hat especially distresses us; this is 
what we cannot understand, how Christians, like your¬ 
selves, with the clear view you have that a warfare 
is ever waging in the world i>etween good and evil, 
should, in the present state of England, ally yourselves 
with the side of evil against the side of good. ... Of 
parties now in the country, you cannot but allow, that 
next to yourselves we are nearest to revealed truth. 
We maintain great and holy principles; we profess 
Catholif doctrines. ... So near are we as a body to 
yourselves in modes of thinking, as even to have been 
taunted ^ith the nicknames which belong - to you; and, 
on the other hand, if there are professed infidels, 
scoffers, sceptics, unprincipled men, rebels, they are 
found among our opponents. And yet you take part 
with them against us. , . . You consent to act hand 
in hand [with these and others] for our overthrow. 
Alz^i! all this it is that impresses us irresistibly with 
the notion that you are a political, not a religious 
party; that, in order to gain an end on which you set 
your hearts,-*-an open stage for yourselves in England % 
—you ally yourselves with those who hol<jl jiothing 
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against those who hold something. This is what 
distresses my own mind so greatly, to speak of myself, 
that, with limitations which need not now be mentioned, 

I cannot meet familiarly any leading persons of the 
Roman Communion, and least of all when they come 
on a religious errand. Break off, I would say, with 
Mr. O’Connell in Ireland and the liberal party in 
England, or come not to us with overtures for mutual 
prayer and rejigious sympathy.” 

And here came in another feeling, of a personal, 
nature, which had little to do vtjth the argument 
against Rome, except that, in my prejudice, I connected 
it with my own ideas of the usual conduct of her 
advocates and instruments. I was very stern upon 
any interference in our Oxford matters on the part 
of charitable Catholics, and on any attempt to do me 
good personally. There was nothing, indeed, at the 
time more likely to throw me back. ‘‘Why do you 
meddle? why cannot you let me alone? You can do 
me no good; you know nothing on earth about me; 
you may actually do me harm; I am in better hands 
than yours. \*know my own sincerity of purpose; and 
I am determined upon taking my time.” Since I have 
been a Catholic, people have sometimes accused me of 
backwardness in making converts; and Protestants 
have argued from it that I have no great eagerness to 
do so. It would be against my nature to act otherwise 
than I do; but besides, it would be to forget* the 
lessons which I gained in the experience of my own 
history in the past. 

, This is the account which I have to give of some 
savage* ajnd ungrateful words in the British Critic of 
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1840 against the controversialists of Rome: “ By their 
fruits ye shall know them. . . . We see it attempting 
to gain converts among us by unreal representations 
of its doctrines, plausible statements, bold assertions, 
appeals to the weaknesses of human nature, to our 
fancies, our eccentricities, our fears, our frivolities, 
our false philosophies. We see its agents, smiling 
and nodding and ducking to attract attention, as 
gipseys make up to truant boys, holding; out tales for 
nursery, and pretty pictures, and gilt gingerbread, 
and physic conceded in jam, and sugar-plums for good 
children. Who can but feel shame when the religion 
of Ximenes, Borromeo, and Pascal, is so overlaid? 
Who can but feel sorrow, when" its devout and earnest 
defenders so mistake its genius and its capabilities? 
We Englishmen like manliness, openness, consistency, 
truth. Rome will never gain on us till she learns these 
virtues, and uses them; and then she may gain us, but 
it will be by ceasing to be what we now mean by Rome, 
by havfiig a right, not to i have dominion over our 
faith,’ but to gain and possess our affections in the 
bonds of the gospel. Till she ceases 4 o be what she 
practically is, a union is impossible between her and 
England; but, if she does reform (and who can presume 
to say that so large a part of Christendom never csyi?), 
then it w’ill be our Church’s duty at once to join in 
communion with the continental Churches, whatever 
politicians at home may say to it, and whatever steps 
the civil power may take in consequence. . And though 
we may not live to see that day, at least we are bound 
to pray for it; we are bound to pray for our brethren 
that they and we may be led together into *he pure 
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light of the gospel, and be one as we once were one. 
It was most touching news to be told, as we were 
lately, that Christians on the Continent were praying 
together for the spiritual well-being of England. May 
they gain light, while they aim at unity, and grow in 
faith while they manifest their love! We, too, have 
our duties to them; not of reviling, not < 3 ff slandering, 
not of hating, though political interests require it; but 
the duty of loving brethren still more abundantly in 
spirit, whose faces, for our sins and their sins, we 
not allowed to see in the flesh.” ,■ 

No one ought to indulge in insinuations; it certainly 
diminishes my right to complain of slanders uttered 
against myself, when, as in this passage, I had already 
spoken in condemnation of that class of controversialists, 
to which I myself now belong. 

I have thus put together, as well as I could, what 
has to be said about my general state of mind from the 
autumn of 1839 to the summer of 1841; and; having 
done so, I go on to narrate how my new misgivings 
affected my feanduct, and my relations towards the 
Anglican Church. 

When I got back to Oxford in October, 1839, after 
the ( visits which I had been paying, it so happened 
there had been, in my absence, occurrences of an 
awkward character, bringing me into collision both 
with my Bishop and also with the University authorities; 
and this drew my attention at once to the state of what 
would be considered the Movement party there, and 
.made me very anxious for the future. In* the spring of 
the year, £s has been seen in the Article analyzed above, 
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I had spoken of the excesses which were to be found 
among persons commonly included in it; at that time 
I thought little of such an evil, but the new thoughts, 
which had come on me during the Long Vacation, on 
the one hand made me comprehend it, and on the 
other took away my power of effectually meeting it. A 
firm and powerful control was necessary to keep men 
straight; I never had a strong wrist, but at the very 
time when it was most needed the reins bad broken in 
jjjpy hands. With an anxious presentiment on my mind 
of the upshot of tlfcj whole inquiry, which it was almost 
impossible for me to conceal from men who saw me 
day by day, who heard my familiar conversation, who 
came perhaps for the express purpose of pumping me, 
and having a categorical yes or no to their questions,— 
how could I expect to say anything about my actual, 
positive, present belief, which would be sustaining or 
consoling to such persons as were haunted already by 
doubts of their own? Nay, how could I, with satis¬ 
faction tt) myself, analyze my own mind, and say what 
I held and what I did not? or say with what limitations, 
shades o# difference, or degrees of belifl 7 , I held that 
body of opinions which I had openly professed and 
taught ? how could 1 deny or assert this point or that, 
without injustice to the new view, in which the w^ole 
evidence for those old opinions presented itself to my 
mind ? 

However, I had to do what I could, and what was 
best, under the circumstances; I found a general talk 
on the subject of the Article in the Dublin Review; 
and, if it had affected me, it was not wonderful that it, 
affected others also. As to myself, I felt. $o kind 
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of certainty that the argument in it was conclusive. * 
Taking it at the worst, granting that the Anglican 
Church had not the Note of Catholicity; yet there were 
many Notes of the Church. Some belonged to one age 
or place, some to another. Bellarmine had reckoned 
Temporal Prosperity among the Notes of the Church; 
but the Roman Church had not any grea<l popularity, 
wealth, glory, power, or prospects, in the nineteenth 
century. It was not at all certain yet, even that we 
had not the Note of Catholicity; but, if not, we ha i^r 
others. My first business then was to examine this 
question carefully, and see if a great deal could not be 
said after all for the Anglican Church, in spite of its 
acknowledged short-comings. This I did in an Article 
“on the Catholicity of the English Church,” which 
appeared in the British Critic of January, 1840. As to 
my personal distress on the point, I think it had gone 
by February 21st in that year, for I wrote then to 
Mr. Bowden about the important Article in The Dublin , 
thus: “It made a great impression here [Oxford]; 
and, I say what of course I would only say to such as 
yourself, it mit^e me for a while very uncomfortable in 
my own mind. The great speciousness of his argument 
is one of the things which have made me despond so 
much,” that is, as to its effect upon others. 

But, secondly, the great stumbling-block lay in the 
Thirty-nine Articles. It was urged that here was 
a positive Note against Anglicanism:-—Anglicanism 
claimed to hold that the Church of England was nothing 
else than a continuation in this country (as the Church 
of Rome might be in France or Spain)* of that one 
Church of which in old times Athanasius and Augustine 
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• were members. But, if so, the doctrine must be the 
same; the doctrine of the Old Church must live and 
speak in Anglican formularies in the Thirty-nine 
Articles. Did it? Yes, it did; that is what I main¬ 
tained; it did in substance, in a true sense. Man had 
done his worst to disfigure, to mutilate, the old Catholic 
Truth, but there it was, in spite of them, in the Articles 
still. It was there, but this must be shown. It was 
a matter of life and death to us to sho^v it. And I 
Jjglieved that it could be shown; I considered that 
those grounds of^justification, which 1 gave above, 
when I was speaking of Tract 90, were sufficient for 
the purpose; and therefore I set about showing it at 
once. This was in March, 1840, when I went up to 
Littlemore. And, as it was a matter of life and death 
with us, all risks must be run to show it. When the 
attempt was actually made, I had got reconciled to the 
prospect of it, and had no apprehensions as to the 
experiment; but in 1840, while my purpose was honest, 
and my grounds of reason satisfactory, I did neverthe¬ 
less recognize that I was engaged in an experimentum 
cruris. I have no doubt that then I acknowledged to 
myself that it would be a trial of the Anglican Church, 
which it had never undergone before,—not that the 
Catholic sense of the Articles had not been held or at 

t 

least suffered by, their framers and promulgators, and 
was not implied in the teaching of Andrevves or 
Beveridge, but that it had never been publicly recog¬ 
nized, while the interpretation of the day was Protestant 
and exclusive. I observe also that, though my Tract 
was an experiment, it was, as I said at the time, “no, 
feeler the event showed it; for, when my,principle 
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was not granted, I did not draw back, but gave up. 
I would not hold office in a Church which would not 
allow my sense of the Articles. My tone was, “This 
is necessary for us, and have it we must and will, and, 
if it tends to bring men to look less bitterly on the 
Church of Rome, so much the better.” 

This then was the second work to which t set myself; 
though when I got to Littlemore, other things came in 
the way of accomplishing it at the moment. I had in 
mind to remove all such obstacles as were in the way e£ 
holding the Apostolic and Catholic.^character of the 
Anglican teaching; to assert the right of all who chose 
to say in the face of day, “ Our Church teaches the 
Primitive Ancient faith.” I did not conceal this: in 
Tract 90, it is put forward as the first principle of all, 
“It is a duty which we owe both to the Catholic 
Church, and to our own, to take our reformed con¬ 
fessions in the most Catholic sense they will admit: we 
have no duties towards their framers.” And still more 
pointedly in my Letter, explanatory of thg'' Tract, 
addressed to Dr. Jelf, I say: “The only peculiarity 
of the view V advocate, if 1 must so call it,'tis this— 
that whereas it is usual at this day to make the par - 
ticular belief of their writers their true interpretation, I 
woqjd make the belief of the Catholic Church such . 
That is, as it is often said that infants are regenerated 
in Baptism, not on the faith of their parents, but of the 
Church, so in like manner I would say that the Articles 
are received, not in the sense of their framers, but (as 
far as the wording will admit or any ambiguity requires 
it) in the one Catholic sense.” 

A thii$ .measure which I distinctly contemplated was 
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the resignation of St. Mary’s, whatever became of the 
question of the Articles; and as a first step I meditated 
a retirement to Littlemore. I had built a Church there 
several years before; and I went there to pass the Lent 
of 1840, and gave myself up to teaching in the Poor 
Schools, and practising the choir. At the same time, I 
contemplate a monastic house there. I bought ten 
acres of ground and began planting; but this great 
design was never carried out. I mentioibit, because it 
giiiiows how little I had really the idea then of ever 
leaving the Anglican Church. That I also contem¬ 
plated even the further step of giving up St. Mary’s 
itself as early as 1839, appears from a letter which 1 
wrote in October, 1840, to the friend whom it was most 
natural for me to consult on such a point. It ran as 
follows: 

“ For a year past a feeling has been growing on me 
that I ought to give up St. Mary’s, but 1 am no fit judge 
in the matter. 1 cannot ascertain accurately my own 
imprcssKms and convictions, which are the basis of the 
difficulty, and though you cannot of course do this for 
me, yet 3 lxt may help me generally, and perhaps super¬ 
sede the necessity of my going by them at all, 

“ First, it is certain that I do not know my Oxford 
parishioners; I am not conscious of influencing them,*:ind 
certainly I have no insight into their spiritual state. I 
have no personal, no pastoral acquaintance with them. 
To ^ery few have I any opportunity of saying a religious 
word. Whatever influence I exert on them is precisely 
that which I may be exerting on persons out of my 
parish. In my excuse 1 am accustomed to say to myself* 
that 1 am not adapted to get on with them, whil# others 

.!■ —LS 
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are. On the other hand, I am conscious that by means 
of my position at St. Mary’s I do exert a considerable 
influence on the University, whether on Undergraduates 
or Graduates. It seems, then, on the whole that I am 
using St. Mary’s, to the neglect of its direct duties, for 
objects not belonging to it; I am converting a parochial 
charge into a sort of University office. 

“ I think I may say truly that I have begun scarcely 
any plan but /or the sake of my parish, but every one 
has turned, independently of me, into the direction pf, 
the University. I began Saints’-d?y Services, daily 
Services, and Lectures in Adam de Brome’s Chapel, for 
my parishioners; but they have not come to them. In 
consequence I dropped the last mentioned, having, 
while it lasted, been naturally led to direct it to the 
instruction of those who did come, instead of those 
who did not. The Weekly Communion, I believe, I 
did begin for the sake of the University. 

“Added to this the authorities of the University, the 
appointed guardians of those who form great-part of 
the attendants on my Sermons, have shown a dislike of 
my preaching/ 1 One dissuades men from coming;—the 
late Vice-Chancellor threatens to take his own children 
away from the Church; and the present, having an 
opportunity last spring of preaching in my parish 
pulpit, gets up and preaches against doctrine with 
which I am in good measure identified. No plainer 
proof can be given of the feeling in these quarters, than 
the absurd myth, now a second time put forward, that 
‘ Vice-Chancellors cannot be got to take the office on 
^account of Puseyism.’ 

“ Bqt further than this, I cannot disguise from myselt 
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that my preachings is not calculated to defend that 
system of religion which has been received for 300 
years, and of which the Heads of Houses are the 
legitimate maintainors in this place. They exclude me, 
as far as may be, from the University Pulpit; and, 
though I never have preached strong doctrine in it, 
they do so lightly, so far as this, that they understand 
that my sermons are calculated to undermine things 
established. I cannot disguise from myself that they 
^^re. No one will deny that most of my sermons are on 
moral subjects, pot doctrinal; still I am leading my 
hearers to the Primitive Church, if you will, but not to 
the Church of England. Now, ought one to be dis¬ 
gusting the minds of young rrfen with the received 
religion, in the exercise of a sacred office, yet with¬ 
out a commission, against the wish of their guides and 
governors ? 

“But this is not all. I fear I must allow that, 
whether I will or no, I am disposing them towards 
Rome.* First, because Rome is the only representative 
of the Primitive Church besides ourselves; in propor¬ 
tion then as they are loosened from tlte one, they will 
go to the other. Next, because many doctrines which 
1 have held have far greater, or their only scope, in the 
Roman system. And, moreover, if, as is not unlikely, 
we have in process of time heretical Bishops or teachers 
among us, an evil which ipso facto infects the whole 
community to which they belong, and if, again (what 
there are at this moment symptoms of), there be a 
movement in the English Roman Catholics to break 
the alliance ©f O’Connell and of Exeter Hall, strong 
temptations will be placed in the way of individuals, 
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already imbued with a tone of thought congenial to 
Rome, to join her Communion. 

“ People tell me, on the other hand, that 1 am, 
whether by sermons or otherwise, exerting at St. 
Mary’s a beneficial influence on our prospective clergy; 
but what if I take to myself the credit of seeing further 
than they, and of having in the course of tlffe last year 
discovered that what they approve so much is very 
likely to end ii^ Romanism ? 

“ The arguments which I have published against^ 
Romanism seem to myself as cogent ^is ever, but men 
go by their sympathies, not by argument; and if I feel 
the force of this influence myself, who bow to the argu¬ 
ments, why may not others still more who never have 
in the same degree admitted the arguments? 

“Nor can I counteract the danger by preaching or 
writing against Rome. I seem to myself almost to 
have shot my last arrow in the Article on English 
Catholicity. It must be added, that the very circum¬ 
stance that I have committed myself against Rofrie has 
the effect of setting to sleep people suspicious about me, 
which is painfuk now that I begin to have suspicions 
about myself. I mentioned my general difficulty to 
A. B. a year since, than whom l know no one of a 
more.fine and accurate conscience, and it was his spon¬ 
taneous idea that I should give up St. Mary’s, if my 
feelings continued. I mentioned it again to him lately, 
and he did not reverse his opinion, only expressed grgat 
reluctance to believe it must be so.” 

My friend’s judgment was in favour of my retaining 
lpy living; at least for the present; what weighed with 
me most t was his saying, “ You must consider, whether 
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your retiring- either from the Pastoral Care only, or 
from writing- and printing and editing in the cause, 
would not be a sort of scandalous thing, unless it were 
done very warily. It would be said, ‘ You see he can 
go on no longer with the Church of England, except in 
mere Lay Communion ’; or people might say you re¬ 
pented of the cause altogether. Till you see [your way 
to mitigate, if not remove this evil] I certainly should 
advise you to stay.” I answered as follows:— 
mm “ Since you think I may go on, it seems to follow that, 
under the circur-.stances, I ought to do so. There are 
plenty of reasons for it, directly it is allowed to be lawful. 
The following considerations have much reconciled my 
feelings to your conclusion. 

“ 1. I do not think that wc have yet made fair trial 
how much the English Church will bear. 1 know it is 
a hazardous experiment,—like proving cannon. Yet 
we must not take it for granted, that the metal will 
burst in the operation. It has borne at various times, 
not to say at this time, a great infusion of Catholic 
truth without damage. As to the result—viz., whether 
this process will not approximate thfc whole English 
Church, as a body to Rome—that is nothing to us. 
For what we know, it may be the providential means of 
uniting the whole Church in one, without fresh sefrisma- 
tizing or use of private judgment.” 

Here I observe, that, what was contemplated was 
the bursting of the Catholicity of the Anglican Church— 
that is, my subjective idea of that Church. Its bursting 
would not hurt her with the world, but would be a dis¬ 
covery that ^ihe was purely and essentially Protestant, 
and would be really the kt hoisting of the •engineer 
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with his own petar.” And this was the result. I 
continue:— 

“2. Say, that I move sympathies for Rome: in the 
same sense does Hooker, Taylor, Bull, etc. Their 
arguments may be against Rome, but the sympathies 
they raise must be towards Rome, so far as Rome 
maintains truths which our Church does not teach or 
enforce. Thus it is a question of degree between our 
divines and me. I may, if so be, go furthef; I may 
raise sympathies more; but I ani but urging minds 11m 
the same direction as they do. I am dr>ing just the very 
thing which all our doctors have ever been doing. In 
short, would not Hooker, if Vicar of St. Mary’s, be in 
my difficulty?”—Here it may be said, that Hooker 
could preach against Rome, and I could not; but I 
doubt whether he could have preached effectively against 
Transubstantiation better than 1, though neither he nor 
I held it. 

“3. Rationalism is the great evil of the day. May 
not I consider my post at St. Mary's as a place of 
protest against it? I am more certain that the Pro¬ 
testant [spirit], ^vhich I oppose, leads to infidelity, than 
that which I recommend, leads to Rome. Who knows 
what the state of the University may be, as regards ■ 
Divinity Professors in a few years hence? Any how, a 
great battle may be coming on, of which C. D.’s book 
is a sort of earnest. The whole of our day may be a 
battle with this spirit. May we not leave to another age 
its own evil,—to settle the question of Romanism?” 

I may add that from this time I had a Curate at 
St. Mary’s, who gradually took more and* more of my 
work. • • 
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Also, this same year, 1840, I made arrangements for 
giving up the British Critic, in the following July, which 
were carried into effect at that date. 

Such was about my state of mind, on the publication 
of Tract 90 in February, 1841. The immense commo¬ 
tion consequent upon the publication of the Tract did 
not unsettle me again ; for I had weathered the storm : 
the Tract had not been condemned : that was the great 
point; I made much of it. 

m To illustrate my feelings during tins trial, I will 
make extracts from my letters to a friend, which have 
come into my possession. The dates are respectively 
March 25, April 1, and May 9. 

1. “I do trust I shall make tvo false step, and hope 
my friends will pray for me to this effect. If, as you 
say, a destiny hangs over us, a single false step may 
ruin all. I am very well and comfortable ; but we are 
not yet out of the wood.” 

2. “The Bishop sent me word on Sunday to write a 
letter* to him ‘ instanter' So I wrote it on Monday: 
on Tuesday it passed through the press : on Wednes¬ 
day it ^as out: and to-day [ThursdayJit is in London, 

“I trust that things are smoothing now 7 ; and that 
we have made a great step is certain. It is not right 
to boast, till I am clear out of the wood, /,<?., till 1 
know how the letter is received in London. # You 
know 7 , I suppose, that I am to stop the Tracts ; but 
y£>u will see in the Letter, though I speak quite what I 
feel, yet I have managed to take out on my side my 
snubbing’s worth. And this makes me anxious how it 
will be received in London. 

“ I have not had a misgiving for five minutes from 
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Hie first: but I do not like to boast, lest some harm 
come.” 

3. “The Bishops are very desirous of hushing the 
matter up : and I certainly have done my utmost to 
co-opcrale with them, on the understanding that the 
Tract is not to be withdrawn or condemned.” 

And to my friend, Mr. Bowden, under date of March 

15, “The Heads, I believe, have just done a violent 

act: they have said that my interpretation, of the 

Articles is an* evasion. Do not think that this wil^ 

pain me. You see, no doctrine is censured, and my 

#' * 

shoulders shall manage to bear the charge, ll you 
knew all, or were here, you would see that I have 
asserted a great principle, and 1 ought to suffer for 
it:—that the Articles are to be interpreted, not accord¬ 
ing to the meaning of the writers, but (as far as the 
wording will admit) according to the sense of Mic 
Catholic Church.” 

Upon occasion ol Tract (jo several Catholics u rote 
to me ; I answered one of my correspondents thu*.: - 

“ April 8.—You have no cause to be surprised at the 
discontinuance «f the Tracts. We feel no misgivings 
about it whatever, as if the cause of what we hold to 
be Catholic truth would suffer thereby. My letter to 
my Bishop has, I trust, had the effect of bringing the 
preponderating authority of the Church on our side. 
No stopping of the Tracts can, humanly speaking - , stop 
the spread of the opinions which they have inculcated. 

“The Tracts are not suppressed. No doctrine or 
principle has been conceded by us, or condemned by 
authoiity. The Biship has but said that a certain 
Tpact is ‘objectionable,’ no reason being slated. 1 
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have no intention whatever of yielding 1 any one point 
which I hold on conviction ; and that the authorities of 
the Church know full well." 


In the summer of i8.ji, I found myself at Littlemore 
without any harass or anxiety on my mind. I had 
determined* to put aside all controversy, and I set 
myself down to my translation of St. Athanasius ; but, 
between.July and November, I received three blows 
which broke me. 


1. I had got but a little way in my work, when my 

trouble returned on me. The ghost had come a second 
time. In the Arian History 1 found the very same 
phenomenon, in a far bolder shape, which 1 had found 
in the Monophysite. I had not observed it in 1832, 
Wonderful that this should come upon me ! 1 had not 

sought it out; I was reading and writing in my own 
line of study, far from the controversies of the day, on 
what is called a metaphysical ” subject; hut 1 saw 
clearly* that in the history of Arianism, the pure Arians 
were the Protestants, the semi-Ariaus were the Angli¬ 
cans, ai ^.1 that Rome now was what it The truth 

lay, not with the Via Media, but in what was called 
“ the extreme party." As I am not writing a work of 
controversy, I need not enlarge upon the argument ; I 
have said something on llie subject, m a \olume which 

i published fourteen years ago. 

2. I was in the miserv of this new unsetilemeut, 

• ... 

when a second blow came upon me. 'The Bishops one 

after another began to charge agaiftst me. It was a 
formal, determinate movement. This was the teal 
“understanding;" that, on which 1 had. acted on 



202 


APOLOGIA PRO VITA SUA. 


occasion of Tract 90, had come to nought, I think 
the words, which had then been used to me, were, 
that “ perhaps two or three might think it necessary to 
say something in their charges ; ” but by this time they 
had tided over the difficulty of the Tract, and there 
was no one to enforce the “understanding.” They 
went on in this way, directing charges *at me, for 
three whole years. I recognized it as a condemna¬ 
tion ; it was the only one that was in their power. 
At first I intended to protest; but I gave up tljf^ 
thought in despair. v 

On October 17th, I wrote thus to a friend: “I 
suppose it will be necessary in some shape or other 
to re-assert Tract 90; else, it will seem, after these 
Bishops’ Charges, as if it were silenced, which it has 
not been, nor do I intend it should, be. I wish to 
keep quiet; but if Bishops speak, I will speak too. 
If the view were silenced, I could not remain in 
the Church, nor could many others ; and therefore, 
since it is not silenced, I shall take care to sht»w that 
it isn’t.” 

A day or tw<o after, Oct. 22, a stranger wrqte to me 
to say, that the Tracts for the Times had made a young 
friend of his a Catholic, and to ask, “would I be so 
good as to convert him back : ” I made answer: 

“If conversions to Rome take place in consequence 
of the Tracts for the Times, I do not impute blame to 
them, but to those who, instead of acknowledging $juch 
Anglican principles of theology and ecclesiastical polity 
as they contain, se*t themselves to oppose them. What¬ 
ever be the influence of the Tracts, great or small, they 
may become just as powerful for Rome, if our Church 
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refuses them, as they would be for our Church if she 
accepted them. If our rulers speak either against the 
Tracts, or not at all, if any number of them, not only 
do not favour, but even do not suffer the principles 
contained in them, it is plain that our members may 
easily be persuaded either to give up those principles, 
or to give u^) the Church. If this state of things goes 
on, I mournfully prophesy, not one or two, but many 
secession to the Church of Rome.” 

m 

w^Two years afterwards, looking back on what had 
passed, I said, “^There were no converts to Rome, till 
after the condemnation of No. 90.” 

3. As it all this were not enough, there came the 
affair of the Jerusalem Bishopric ; and, with a brief 
mention of it, I shall conclude. 

I think I am right in saying that it had been long a 
desire with the Prussian Court to introduce Episcopacy 
into the Evangelical Religion, which was intended in 
that'COuntry to embrace both the Lutheran and Calvin- 
istic Ubdies. I almost think I heard of the project, 
when I was at Rome in 1833, at the Hotel of the 
Prussian Minister, M, Bunsen, who wins most hospit¬ 
able and kind, as to other English visitors, so also to 
my friends and myself. I suppose that the idea of 
Episcopacy, as the Prussian king understood it s was 
very different from that taught in the Tractarian 
School; but still, I suppose also, that the chief authors 
off*that school would have gladly seen such a measure 
carried out in Prussia, had it been done without com¬ 
promising those principles which were necessary to the 
being of a Church. About the time of the publication 
of Tract 90, M. Bunsen and the then Archbishop of 
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Canterbury were taking' steps for its execution, by 
appointing and consecrating a Bishop for Jerusalem. 
Jerusalem, it would seem, was considered a safe place 
for the experiment; it was too far from Prussia to 
awaken the susceptibilities of any party at home ; if 
the project failed, it failed without harm to any one ,* 
and, it it succeeded, it gave Protestantisn? a status in 
the East, which, in association with the Monophy- 
site or jacobite and the Nestorian bodies, formed 
a political instrument for England, parallel to th«L 
which Russia had in the Greek Church, and France 
in the Latin. 

Accordingly, in July 1S41, full of the Anglican diffi¬ 
culty on the question of Catholicity, I thus spoke of the 
Jerusalem scheme in an Article in the British Ciitic: 
“ When our thoughts turn to the East, instead of 
recollecting that there are Christian Churches there, 
we leave it to the Russians to take care of the Greeks, 
and the French to take care of the Romans, and we 
content ourselves with erecting a Proteslant ClfUrch at 
Jerusalem, or with helping the Jews to rebuild their 
Temple there, <*r with becoming the august protectors 
of Nestoriatis, Monophysites, and all the heretics we 
can hear of, or with forming a league with the Mussul¬ 
man against Greeks and Romans together.” 

1 do not pretend so long after the time to give a full 
or exact account of this measure in detail. I will but 
say that in the Act of Parliament, under date of October 
5, 1841, (if the copy, from which I quote, contains the 
measure as it passed the Houses), provision is made 
for the consecration of “ British subject**, or the sub¬ 
jects or^citizens of any foreign state, to be Bishops in 
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any foreign country) whether such foreign subjects or 
citizens be or be not subjects or citizens of the country 
in which they are to act, and .... without requiring 
such of them as may be subjects or citizens of any 
foreign kingdom or state to take the oaths of allegiance 
and supremacy, and the oath of due obedience to the 
Archbishop # for the time being” . . . also “that 
such Bishop or Bishops, so consecrated, may exercise, 
within sifth limits, as may from time t£> time be as- 
*signed for that purpose in such foreign countries by 
her Majesty, spiritual jurisdiction over the ministers of 
British congregations of the United Church of England 
and Ireland, and over such other Protestant Congrega¬ 
tions, as may be desirous of placing themselves under 
his or their authority.” 

Now here, at the very time that the Anglican Bishops 
were directing their censure upon me for avowing an 
approach to the Catholic Church not closer than I 
believed the Anglican formularies would allow, they 
were^Tt the other hand fraternizing, by their act or by 
their sufferance, with Protestant bodies, and allowing 
them to fput themselves under an Anglican Bishop, 
without any renunciation of their errors or regard to 
the due reception of baptism and confirmation ; while 
there was great reason to suppose that the said Bighop 
was intended to make converts from the orthodox 
Greeks, and the schismatical Oriental bodies, by means 
of the influence of England. This was the third blow, 
which finally shattered my faith in the Anglican Church. 
That Church was not only forbidding any sympathy or 
concurrence with *the Church of Rome, but it actually 
was courting an intercommunion with Protestant 
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Prussia and the heresy of the Orientals. The Anglican 
Church might have the Apostolical succession, as,had 
the Monophysites ; but such acts as were in progress 
led me to the gravest suspicion, not that it would soon 
cease to be a Church, but that it had never been a 
Church all along. 

On October 12th I thus wrote to a friind:—“We 
have not a single Anglican in Jerusalem, so we are 
sending a Bishop to make a communion, not 1k> govern 
our own people. Next, the excuse is, that there am 
converted Anglican Jews there who Require a Bishop; 
I am told there are not half-a-dozen. But for them the 
Bishop is sent out, and for them he is a Bishop of the 
circumcision ” (I think he was a converted Jew, who 
boasted of his Jewish descent), “ against the Epistle to 
the Galatians pretty nearly. Thirdly, for the sake of 
Prussia, he is to take under him all the foreign Pro¬ 
testants who will come; and the political advantages 
will be so great, from the influence of England, that 

° • s 

there is no doubt they •will come. They are Vo sign 
the Confession of Augsburg, and there is nothing 
to show that #they hold the doctrine of Baptismal 
Regeneration. 

“As to myself, I shall do nothing whatever publicly, 
unless indeed it were to give my signature to a Protest; 
but I think it would be out of place in me to agitate, 
having been in a way silenced; but the Archbishop is 
really doing most grave work, of which we cannot .see 
the end.” 

I did make a Solemn Protest, and sent it to the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, and also sent*it to my own 
Bishop, with the following letter;— 
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“ It seems as if I were never to write to your Lord- 
ship. without giving- you pain, and I know that my 
present subject does not specially concern your Lord- 
ship; yet, after a great deal of anxious thought, I lay 
before you the enclosed Protest. 

“Your Lordship will observe that I am not asking 
for any notfce of it, unless you think that I ought to 
receive one. I do this very serious act in obedience 
to my se«se of duty. 

“ If the English Church is to enter on a new course, 
and assume a ijew aspect, it will be more pleasant 
to me hereafter to think that I did not suffer so 
grievous an event to happen without bearing witness 
against it. 

“May I be allowed to say that I augur nothing but 
evil, if we in any respect prejudice our title to be a 
branch of the Apostolic Church? That Article of the 
Creed, I need hardly observe to your Lordship, is of 
such constraining power, that, if we will not claim it, 
andTT^e it for ourselves, others will use it in their own 
behalf against us. Men who learn, whether by means 
of documents or measures, whether from the state¬ 
ments or the acts of persons in authority, that our 
communion is not a branch of the one Church, I foresee 
with much grief, will be tempted to look out for that 
Church elsewhere. 

“ It is to me a subject of great dismay, that, as far 
asj:he Church has lately spoken out on the subject of 
the opinions which I and others hold, those opinions 
are not merely not sanctioned (for fhat I do not ask), 
but not even m stiff$red. 

“ I earnestly hope that your Lordship will, excuse my 
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freedom in thus speaking to you of some members of * 
your Most Rev. and Right Rev. Body. With every 
feeling of reverent attachment to your Lordship, 

“ I am, etc.” 


PROTEST. (J1 

“Whereas the Church of England has a claim on 
the allegiance of Catholic believers only on thfc ground 
of her own claim to be considered a branch of tin** 
Catholic Church: 

c 

“And whereas the recognition of heresy, indirect as 
well as direct, goes far to destroy such claim in the 
case of any religious body advancing it: 

“And whereas to admit maintainers of heresy to 
communion, without formal renunciation of their errors, 
goes far towards recognizing the same: 

“And whereas Lutheranism and Calvinism are 
heresies, repugnant to .Scripture, springing up three 
centuries since, and anathematized by East as well 
as West: 

“And whereas it is reported that the Most Reverend 
Primate and other Right Reverend Rulers of our 
Church have consecrated a Bishop with a view to 
exercising spiritual jurisdiction over Protestant, that 
is, Lutheran and Calvinist congregations in the East 
(under the provisions of an Act made in the last session 
of Parliament to amend an Act made in the 26th year 
of the reign of his Majesty King George the Third, 
intituled, ‘An Acf to empower the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, or the Archbishop of Yt>rk Tor the time 
being, to consecrate to the office of Bishop persons 
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being subjects or citizens of countries out of his 
Majesty's dominions ’), dispensing- at the same time, 
not in particular cases and accidentally, but as if on 
pri ncipie and universally, with any abjuration of error 
on the part of such congregations, and with any 
reconciliation to the Church on the part of the pre¬ 
siding Bisfiop ; thereby giving some sort of formal 
recognition to the doctrines which such congregations 
main ta iff: 

. 9 “ And whereas the dioceses in England are connected 
together by so cl,use an intercommunion, that what is 
done by authority in one immediately affects the rest: 

“ On these grounds, I in my place, being a priest of 
the English Church and Vicar of St. Mary the Virgin's, 
Oxford, by wav of relieving my conscience, do hereby 
solemnly protest against the measure aforesaid, and 
disown it, as removing our Church from her present 
ground and tending to her disorganization. 

4^ “John Henry Newman. 

“November ir, 1841.’’ 

Looking buck two years afterwards on the above- 
mentioned and other acts on the part of Anglican 
Ecclesiastical authorities, l observe : “ Many a man 
might have held an abstract theory about the Catholic 
Church to which it was difficult to adjust the Anglican 
—plight have admitted a suspicion, or even painful 
doubts about the latter—yet never have been impelled 
onwards, had our Rulers preserved the quiescence of 
former years*; bift it is the corroboration of a present^, 
living, and energetic heterodoxy, which r^ahzes and 
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makes them practical; it has been the recent speeches 
and acts of authorities, who had so long been tolerant 
of Protestant error, which have given to inquiry and to 
theory its force and its edge.” 

As to the project of a Jerusalem Bishopric, I never 
heard of any good or harm it has ever done, except 
what it has done for me ; which many think a great 
misfortune, and I one of the greatest of mercies. It 
brought me on fo the beginning of the end. 


END OF VOL. i. 



THS(W ALTER SCOTT PUBLISHING CO., LTD., FJILLING-ON-TVNE. 



TNE WORLD’S LITERARY MASTERPIECES. 


The Scott Library. 

Maroon Cloth, Gilt. Price Is. net per Volume. 


VOLUMES ALREADY ISSUED— 

i MALORWS ROMANCE OF KING ARTHUR AND THE 
Qu&st of the Holy Grail. Edited by Krnext Rhys. 

a THOfcEAU’S WALDEN. WITH INTRODUCTORY NOTE 
by Will H. Dircks. * 

^ THOREAU’S “WEEK.” WITH PREFATORY NOTE BY 
Will H. Dircks. 

4 THOREAU’S ESSAYS. EDITED, WITH AN INTRO- 

duction, by Will H. Dircks. 

5 CONFESSIONS OF AN ENGLISH OPIUM-EATER, ETC. 

By Tli uni as Pe Quincey. With Introductory Note by William Sharp. 

% 

6 LANDOR’S IMAGINARY CONVERSATIONS. SELECTED, 

with Introduction, by liavelock Ellis. 

7 PLUTARCH’S LIVES (LANG110RNE). Willi INTRO- 

ductory Note by B. J. Snell, M, A. 

8 BROWNE’S RELIGIO MEDICI, ETC. WITH INTRO- 

duction by J. Addington Symonds. 

9 SALLEY’S ESSAYS AND LETTERS. EDITED, WITH 

Introductory Note, by Ernest Rhys. 

10 SWIFT’S PROSE WRITINGS. CHOSEN AND ARRANGED, 

wiUjfrlutroduction, by Walter Lewin. » 

11 MY STUDY WINDOWS. BY JAMES RUSSELL LOWELL. 

With Introduction by R. Garnett, LL.D. 

12 LOWELL’S ESSAYS ON THE ENGLISH POETS. .WITH 

a new Introduction by Mr. Lowell. 

13 THE BIGLOW PAPERS. BY JAMES RUSSELL LOWELL. 

With a Prefatory Note by Ernest Rhys. 

i4*GREAT ENGLISH PAINTERS. SELECTED FROM 
Cunningham’s Lives. Edited by William Sharp. 

The Walter^Scott Publishing Company, Limited, 

* LONDON AND FELLING-ON-TYNE. • 



THE SOOTT LIBRARY—continued. 

« 

15 BYRON’S LETTERS AND JOURNALS. SELECTED, 

irltb Introduction, by Mathilda Blind. 

16 LEIGH HUNT’S ESSAYS. WITH INTRODUCTION XND 

Notes by Arthur Symons. 

17 LONGFELLOW’S “HYPERION,” “KAVANAGIV AND 

“ The Trouveree." With Introduction by W. Titebuek. 

IS GREAT MUSICAL COMPOSERS. BY G. F. FERRIS, 
Edited, with Introduction, by Mrs. William Sharp. ^ 

19 THE MEDITATIONS OF MARCUS AURELIUS. EDITED 

by Alice Zimmern. 

♦ 

20 THE TEACHING OF EPICTETUS. TRANSLATED FROM 

the Greek, with Introduction and Notes, by T. W. RollesWn. 

21 SELECTIONS PROM SENECA. WITH INTRODUCTION 

by Walter Clode. 

22 SPECIMEN DAYS IN AMERICA. BY WALT WHITMAN. 

Revised by the Author, with fresh Preface. 

23 DEMOCRATIC VISTAS, AND OTHER PAPERS. BY 

Walt Whitman. (Published by arrangement with the Author.) 

24 WHITE'S NATURAL HISTORY OF SELBORNE. WITH 

a Preface by Richard Jefferies. 

25 DEFOE’S CAPTAIN SINGLETON. EDITED, WITH 

Introduction, by H. HaUid&y Sparling. 

26 MAZZINI’S ESSAYS: LITERARY, POLITICAL, AND 

Religious. With Introduction by William Clarke. 

27 PROSE WRITINGS OF HEINE. WITH INTRODUCTION 

by Havelock Ellfc. 

28 REYNOLDS’S DISCOURSES. WITH INTRODUCTION 

by Helen Zimmern. 

29 PAPERS OF STEELE AND ADDISON. EDITED BY 

Walter Lewin. 

30 BURNS’S LETTERS. SELECTED AND ARRANGED, 

with Introduction, by J. Logie Robertson, M.A. 

31 VOLSUNGA SAGA. William Morris. WITH INTRO- 
v duction by H. II. Sparling. 

a 

This Walter Scott Publishing Com* any, Limited, 

LONDON AND FELLING-ON-TYNE. 



THE SCOOT LIBRARY —continued. 

■ 

32 SARTOR RESARTUS BY THOMAS OARLYLE. WITH 

Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 

33Select writings of emerson. with intro 

duction by Pereival Chubb. 

34 AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF LORD HERBERT. EDITED. 

with ajn Introduction, by Will H. pircks. 

35 ENGLISH PROSE, FROM MAUNDEVILLE TO 

Thacker^r. Chosen and Edited by Arthur O’a 1 ton. 

36 TBk PILLARS OF SOCIETY, AND OTHER PLAYS. BY 

lietijjk Ibsen. Edited, with an Introduction, l>y Havelock Ellis. 

33 IRISH FAIRY AND FOLK TALES. # EDITED AND 

Selected by W. B. Yeats. 

38 ESSAYS OF t)R. JOHNSON, WITH BIOGRAPHICAL 

Introduction and Notes by Stuart J. Reid. 

39 ESSAYS OF WILLIAM HAZLITT. SELECTED AND 

Edited, with Introduction and Notes, by Frank Carr. 

40 LANDOR’S PENTAMERON AND OTHER IMAGINARY 

Conversations. Edited, with a Preface, by (I. Ellis. 

41 POE’S TALES AND ESSAYS. EDITED, WITH INTRO 

ductiou, by Ernest Rhys. 

42 VICAR OF WAKEFIELD. BY OLIVER GOLDSMITH. 

Edited, with Preface, by Ernest Rhys. 

43 POLITICAL ORATIONS, FROM WENTWORTH TO 

Macaulay. Edited, with Introduction, by William Clarke. 

44 THE AUTOCRAT OF THE BREAKFAST-TABLE. BY 

Olbfer Wendell Holmes. 

45 THE POET AT THE BREAKFAST-TABLE, BY OLIVER 

Wendell Holmes, 

46 THE PROFESSOR AT THE BREAKFAST-TABLlE. BY 

Oliver Wendell Holmes. 

47 LORD CHESTERFIELD S LETTERS TO HIS SON. 

Selected, with Introduction, by Charles Sayle. 

48 STORIES FROM.CARLETON. SELECTED, WITH INT$ 0 - 

d action, by W. Yeats. • 

The Walter^Scott Publishing Company, Limited, 

LONDON AND EELI.ING-ON-TYNE. 



THE SCOTT LIBRARY continued. 

b * 

49 JANE EYRE. BY CHARLOTTE BRONTft. ' EDITED BY 

Clement K. Shorter. 

50 ELIZABETHAN ENGLAND. EDITED BY LOTUROP 

Wi thing ton, with a Preface by Dr. Farm vail, 

51 THE PROSE WRITINGS OF THOMAS DAVIS. EDITED 

by T. tV. Hollos ton. 

52 SPENCE’S ANECDOTES. A SELECTION. EDITED. 

with an Introduction and Notes, by John Underhill « 

53 MORE’S UTOPIA, AND LIFE OF EDWARD V. EDITED, 

with an Introduction, by Maurice Adams. , 

54 SADI’S GULISTAN, OR FLOWER GARDEN. TRANS; 

l&ted, with an Essay, by James Rons. 

55 ENGLISH FAIRY AND FOLK TALES. EDITED BY 

R. Sidney H&rtl&nd. 

56 NORTHERN STUDIES. BY EDMUND GOSSE. WITH 

a Note by Ernest Rhys. 

57 EARLY REVIEWS OF GREAT WRITERS. EDITED BY 

E. Stevenson. 

58 ARISTOTLE’S ETHICS. WITH GEORGE HENRY 

Lewes’s Essay on Aristotle prefixed 

59 LANDOR’S PERICLES AND ASPASIA. EDITED, WITH 

an Introduction, by Havelock El lie. 

60 ANNALS OF TACITUS. THOMAS GORDON’S TRANS- 

lation. Edited, with an Introduction, by Arthur Cal ton. 

61 ESSAYS OF £LIA. BY CHARLES LAMB. EDITED, 

with an Introduction, by Ernest lthys. *■ 

62 BALZAC’S SHORTER STORIES. TRANSLATED BY 

William Wilson and the Count Stenbock. 

63 COMEDIES OF DF MUSSET. EDITED, WITH AN 

Introductory Note, by S. L. Gwynn. 

64 CORAL REEFS. BY CHARLES DARWIN. EDITED, 

with an Introduction, by Dr. J. W. Williams. 

65 SHERIDANS TLAYS. EDITED, WITH AN 1 NTRO- 

duction, by Rudolf Etircks. 

f The Walter Scott Publishing Company,, Limited, 

LONDON AND FEL1.1NOON-TYNE. 



THB SOOTT LIBRARY —continued. 

66 OUR VILLAGE. BY MISS MITFORD. EDITED, WITH 

An Introduction, by Ernest Bhys. 

67 MASTER HUMPHREY’S CLOCK, AND OTHER STORIES. 

By Charles Dickens. With Introduction by Frank T. Manuals. 

68 OXFORD MOVEMENT, THE. BEING A SELECTION 

from “ Tracts for the Times." Edited, with an Introduction, by WUliann 
O, Hutchison. 

69 ESSAYS AND PAPERS BY DOUGLAS JERROLD. EDITED 

by Walter Jerrold. 

70 VINDICATION OF THE RIGHTS OF WOMAN, BY 

Mary Wollstonecraft. Introduction by Mrs. E. Robins Pennell. 

71 “TffE ATHENIAN ORACLE.” A SELECTION. EDITED 

40 by.John Undeihill, with Prefatory Note by Walter Besant. 

72 ESSAYS OF SAINTE - BEUVE. TRANSLATED AND 

Edited, with a 11*introduction, by Elisabeth Lee. 

73 SELECTIONS FROM PLATO. FROM THE TRANS* 

lation of Sydenham and Taylor. Edited by T. W. Rollesten. 

% 

74 HEINE’S ITALIAN TRAVEL SKETCHES, ETC. TRANS- 

lated by Elizabeth A. Sharp. With an Introduction from the French of 
Theopliile Gautier. 

75 SCHILLER’S MAID OF ORLEANS. TRANSLATED, 

with an Introduction, by Major-General Patrick Maxwell. 

76 SELECTIONS FROM SYDNEY SMITH. EDITED, WITH 

an Introduction, by Ernest Rhys. 

?7>WE NEW SPIRIT. BY HAVELOCK ELLIS. 

78 THE BOOK OF MARVELLOUS ADVENTURES. FROM 

the “ .Morte d’Arthur." Edited by Ernest Rhys. (This, together with 
N % 1. forms the complete * Morte d*Arthur.") 9 

79 ESSAYS AND APHORISMS. BY SIR ARTHUR HELPS. 

With an Introduction by E. A. Helps. 

So ESSAYS OF MONTAIGNE. SELECTED, WITH A 

Prefatory Note, by Perciral Chubb. 

81 THE LUCK OF BARRY LYNDON. BY W. M. 

Thackeray. Edited by F. T. Marzials. 

8f SCHILLER’S WILLIAM TELL. TRANSLATED, WITH 

an Introduction, by Major-General Patrick Maxwell 

Thb WalterbScott Publishing Company, Limitsd, 
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THE SCOTT LIBRARY— -continued. 

8j CARLYLES ESSAYS ON GERMAN UTERAfURE. 

With an Introduction by Ernest Ilbys. w 

84 TLAYS AND DRAMATIC ESSAYS OF CHARLES LAMB 

Edited, with an Introduction, by Rudolph Dircks. 

85 THF. PROSE OF WORDSWORTH. SELECTED AND 

Edited, with an Introduction, by Professor William Knight. 

86 ESSAYS, DIALOGUES, AND THOUGHTS OF* COUNT 

Giacomo Lenp.trdi. Translated, with an Introduction and Notes, by 
Major-General Patrick Maxwell. ^ 

87 THE INSPECTOR-GENERAL. A RUSSIAN COMEDY. 

By Nikolai V. Gogol. Translated from the original, with an Introduction 
and Notes, by Arthur A. Sykes. « 

88 ESSAYS AND APOTHEGMS OF FRANCIS, LORD BACONS 

Edited, with an Introduction, hy John Buchan. 

89 PROSE OF MILTON, SELECTED AND*"EDITED, WITH 

an Introduction, by Richard Garnett, LL.D. 

90 THE REPUBLIC OF PLATO. TRANSLATED BY 

Thomas Taylor, with-an Introduction by Theodore Wratislaw. 

91 PASSAGES FROM FROISSART. WITH AN INTRO- 

duction by Frank T. Marzials. 

92 THE PROSE AND TABLE TALK OF COLERIDGE. 

Edited by Will H. Dircks 

93 HEINE IN ART AND LETTERS. TRANSLATED BY 

Elizabeth A. Sharp. 

94 SELECTED ESSAYS OF DE QUINCEY. WITH AN 

Introduction) by Sir George Douglas, Bart. 

95 VASARI’S LIVES OF ITALIAN PAINTERS. SELECTED 

and Prefaced by Havelock Ellis. 

96 LAOQOON, AND OTHER PROSE WRITINGS 0 ^ 

LESSING. A new Translation by W. B. Ronnfeldt. 

97 PELLEAS AND MELISANDA, AND THE SIGHTLESS 

Two Plays by Maurice Maeterlinck. Translated from the French b> 
Laurence Alma T&dema. 

98 THE COMPLETE ANGLER OF WALTON AND COTTON 

Edited, with an Introduction, by Charles Hill Dick. 


The Walter Scott Publishing Company, Limited, 
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THE SCOTT LIBRARY— continued. 

99 LESSING’S NATHAN THE WISE. TRANSLATED BY 

% Major-General Patrick Maxwell. 

too THE POETRY OF THE CELTIC RACES, AND OTHER 

Essays of Ernest Renan. Translated by W. G. Hutchison. 

101 CRlflCISMS, REFLECTIONS, AND MAXIMSOFGOETHE. 

Translated, with an Introduction, by W. B, Rbnnfeldt. 

• 

102 ESSAYS OF SCHOPENHAUER. TRANSLATED BY 

Mrs. Rudolf Dircka With an Introduction. 

#03 RENAN’S LIFE OF JESUS. TRANSLATED, WITH AN 

Introduction, by William G, Hutchison. 

104 THE CONFESSIONS OF SAINT AUGUSTINE. EDITED, 

with an Introduction, by Arthur Symons. 

105 THE PRINCIPLES OF SUQCESS IN LITERATURE. 

By George Henry Lewes. Edited by T. Sharper Knowlson. 

106 THE LIVES OF DR JOHN DONNE, SIR HENRY WOTTON, 

Mr. Richard Hooker, Mr. George Herbert, and Dr. Robert Sanderson. 
By Isaac Walton. Edited, with an Intmiluction, by Charles Hill Dick. 

107 POLITICAL ECONOMY: EXPOSITIONS OF ITS 

Fundamental Doctrines, Selected, with an Introduction, by W. B. 
'"’’’'•Robertson, M.A. 

108 RENAN’S ANTICHRIST. TRANSLATED, WITH AN 

Introduction, by W. G. Hutchison. 

109 ORATIONS OF CICERO. SELECTED AND EDITED, 

with an Introduction, by Fred. W. Norris. 

no REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION IN FRANCE. 

By Edmund Burke. With an Introduction by George Sampson. 

m THE LETTERS OF THE YOUNGER PLINY. SERIES I. 

® Translated, with an Introductory Essay, by John B. Firth, B.A., Late 
Scholar of Queen’s College, Oxford. 

The Waltb* Scott Publishing Company, Limited, 
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ADDITIONS. 
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112 THE LETTERS OF THE YOUNGER PLINY* SERIES II. 

Translated by John B. Firth, B.A. 

113 SELECTED THOUGHTS OF BLAISE PASCAL. TRANS- 

lateil, with an Introduction and Notes, by Gertrude Burford Rawlings. 

114 SCOTS ESSAYISTS: FROM STIRLING TO STEVENSON. 

Edited, with an Introduction, by Oliphant Smaaton. * 

115 ON LIBERTY. BY JOHN STUART MILL. WITH AN 

Introduction by W. L. Courtney. * 

116 THE DISCOURSE ON METHOD AND METAPHYSICAL 


Z 
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Meditations of Ren <5 Descavtes. Translated, with lntrotfc. rtion, by 
Gertrude B. Railings. 

'117 KALIDASA’S SAKUNTALA, Etc. EDITED, WITH A? 

Introduction, by T. llolme. ^ 

118 NEWMAN’S UNIVERSITY SKETCHES, EDITED, WITH 

Introduction, by George Sampson. 

119 NEWMAN’S SELECT ESSAYS. EDITED, WITH AN 

Introduction, by George Sampson. 

120 RENAN’S MARCUS AURELIUS. TRANSLATED, WITH 

an Introduction, by William G. Hutchison. 

121 FROUDE’S NEMESIS OF FAITH. WITH AN INTRO- 

duction by William G. Hutchison. 

122 WHAT IS ART? BY LEO TOLSTOY. TRANSLATED 

from the Oiiginal Russian MS., with Introduction, by Alymer Matifio. 

123 HUME’S POLITICAL ESSAYS. EDITED, WITH AN 

Introduction, by W. B. Robertson. 

124 SINGOALLA : e A MEDLEVAL LEGEND. BY VICTOR 

Rydberg, 

125 PETRONIUS—TRIMALCHIO’S BANQUET. TRANS- 

latert by Michael J. Ryan. 

126 OBERMANN. BY ETIENNE PIVERT DE SENANCOUR 

Translated, with Introduction and Notes, by J. A. Barnes, B A. 

127-128 APOLOGIA PRO VITA SUA. BY JOHN llENHrY 
Cardinal Newman. With an Introduction by Ituv, J. Gamble, B.D. In 
\ Two Volumes. 

a 

OTHER VOLUMES IN PREPARATION. 

C 
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Musicians’ Wit, Humour, and 

■ 4 

• Anecdote: 

BBING ON DITS OF COMPOSERS, SINGERS, AND 
INSTRUMENTALISTS OF ALL TIMES. 

&y FREDERICK J. CROWEST, 

Author of “The Great Tone Poets,” “The Story of British Music,” 

• Edifor of “The Master Musicians” Series, etc., etc. 

Profusely Illustrated with Quaint Drawings by 
m J. P. DONNE. 

Crown Moo, Clothe Richly Gilt\ Price 3/6. 

* ‘ It is one of those delightful medleys of anecdote of all times, seasons, 
and persons, in every page of which there is a new specimen of humour, 
strange adventure, and quaint saying.”—T. P. O’Connor in T.P.'f 
Weekly, 

“A remarkable collection of good stories which must have taken years 
of perseverance to get together.”— Morning Leader. 

“ A book which should prove acceptable to two large sections of the 
public- those who are interested in musicians and those who have an 
adecjua/t sense of the comic.”— Globe . 

Tolstoy: His Life and Works. 

By JOHN C. KENWORTHY, * 

An Intimate Friend of the Great Russian Writer 

Ctown 8 vo, 256 pages , Richly Bound y containing Portraits , 

Facsimile Letter, Views, etc, 

PRICE SIX SHILLINGS. 

|Thb Walter Scott Publishing Comfany, Limited, 

LONDON AND FKLLING-ON-TYVR. ’ 
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The Makers of British* Art. 

* * 

« 

A NEW SERIES OF MONOGRAPHS OF 
BRITISH FA INTERS. , , 

Each volume illustrated with Twenty Full-page Reproductions 
and a Photogravure Portrait. 

« 

* 

Square Crown 8vo y Clolh % Gilt Top , Deckled Edges , 3s. 6d. net. 

VOLUMES READY. * 

LANDSEER, Sir Edwin. By James A. MansoV 

REYNOLDS, Sir Joshua. By Elsa d’Esterre-Keeling 

TURNER, J, M. W. By Roiiert Chignell, Author of 
“The Life and Paintings of Vicat Cole, R.A.” 

ROMNEY, George. By Sir Herhert Maxwell, Bart., 
F.R.S, M.P. 

“ Likely to remain the best account of the painter’s life.” — Athenceum. 

WILKIE, Sir David. By Professor Bayne. 
CONSTABLE, John. By the Earl of Plymouth. 
RAEBURN, Sir Henry. By Edward Pinnington. 
GAINSBOROUGH, Thomas. By A. E. Fletcher. 
HOGARTH, William. By Prof. G. Baldwin Brown. 
MOORE, Henry. By Frank J. Maclean. 
LEIGHTON, Lord. By Edgcumbe Staley. 
MORLAND, George. By D. H. Wilson, M.A., LL.M. 
WILSON, Richard^ By Beaumont Fletcher. 
MILLAIS, Sir John Everett. By J.*Eadie Reid, 

The WaLter Scott Publishing Company, Limited, 

. • LONDON AND FKLLING-ON-TYNB. . f 



Crowr^8vo, about 350 pp. each, Cloth Cover, a/6 per vol.; 
Half-Polished Morocco, Gilt Top, 5 s - 


Cqjunt Tolstoy’s Works 

The following Volumes are already issued- 


A RUSSIAN PROPRIETOR. 

THE COSSACKS. 

IVAN ILYITCH, AND OTHER 
STORIES. 

MY REUCHON. . 

LIFE. 

MY CONFESJjRON. 

CHILD ROOD, BOYHOOD, 
YOUTH. 

THE PI-MPSIOLOGY OF WAR. 


I WHAT TO DO? 

tup: long exile, etc. 

SEVASTOPOL. 

THE KREUTZER SONATA, AND 
FAMILY HAPPINESS. 

THE KINGDOM OF GOD IS 
WITHIN YOU. 

WORK WHILE YE HAVE THE 
LIGHT. 

THE GOSPEL JiN BRIEF, 


Uniform with the above 


IMPRESSIONS OF RUSSIA. By Dr. Gkorg Brandrs. 

In the 41 World’s Great Novels" Series. 


Large Crown 8vo, Cloth, Gilt Top, Illustrated, Price 3/6 per vol. 
WAR AND PEACE. (2 vols.) 
anna Karenina. Also cheap edition, 2/- net. 

1 /- Booklets by Count Tolstoy. 

Bound in White Grained Boards, with Gilt Lettering. 


WHERE LOVE IS, THERE GOD 
IS ALSO 

THE t\VO PILGRIMS. 

WHAT* MEN LIVE BY. 


THE GODSON. 

IF YOU NEGLECT 


THE FIRE. 


YOU DON’T PUT IT OUT. 
WHAT SHALL IT PROFIT A MAN? 


2/- Booklets by County Tolstoy. 

9 NEW EDITIONS, REVISED. 

Small i2mo, Cloth, with Embossed Design on Cover, each containing 
Two Stories by Count Tolstoy, and Two Drawings by 
H. R. Millar. In Box, Price 2 s. each. • 


Volume I. contains— 
WHFRE LOVE IS, THERE GOD 
IS ALSO. 

TI-HE GODSON. 

Volume II. contains— 

WHAT MEN LIVE BY. 

WHAT SHALL IT •PROFIT A 
MAN ? * 


Volume III. contains— 

THE TWO PILGRIMS. 

IF YOU NEGLECT THE FIRE. 
YOU DON’T PUT IT OUT 
Volume IV. contains— 

MASTER *AND MAN. 

Volume V. contains— 

TOLSTOY’S PARABLES. • 


f 


hr Walter Scott Publishing Company, UiMfntu 

$ LONDON AND F&LLING-ON-TYNK. * 
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Crown %vo y Clothe 3 s. 6 d. each; some volt 1 , 6 s. 

The • t 

Contemporary Science §eries.. 

Edited by HAVELOCK ELLIS. 

Illustrated Vols. between 300 and 400 pp. each. 

EVOLUTION OF SEX. By Professors Geddes and Thomson. 6s. 
ELECTRICITY IN MODERN LIFE. By G. W. de Cunzelmann, 
THE ORIGIN OF THE ARYANS. By Dr. Taylor. 
PHYSIOGNOMY AND EXPRESSION. By P. Manteg^za 
EVOLUTION AND DISEASE. By J. B. Sutton. 

THE VILLAGE COMMUNITY. By G. L. Goume. 

SANITY AND INSANITY. By Dr. C. Mercirr. 

MANUAL TRAINING. By Dr. Woodward (St. Louis). 

SCIENCE OF FAIRY TALES. By E. S. Hartland. 

PRIMITIVE FOLK. By Elie Reci.us. 

EVOLUTION OF MARRIAGE. By Ch. Leiourneau. 

BACTERIA AND THEIR PRODUCTS. By Dr. Woodhkad. 
EDUCATION AND HEREDITY. ByJ. M. Guyau. 

THE MAN OF GENIUS. By Prof. Lomuroso. * 

PROPERTY: ITS ORIGIN. By Ch. Letouknkau. 

VOLCANOES PASTE AND PRESENT. By Prof. Hull. f 
PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS. By Dr. J. F. Sykes. 

MODERN METEOROLOGY. By Frank Waldo, Ph.D. 

THE GfiRM-PLASM. By Professor Weismann. 6s. 

THE INDUSTRIES OF ANIMALS. By F. Houssay. 

MAN AND WOMAN. By Havelock Ellis. 6s. 

MODERN CAPITALISM. By John A. Hobson, M.A. 6s. 
THOUGHT-TRANSFERENCE. By F. Popmore, M.A. 
COMPARATIVE PSYCHOLOGY. By Prof. C. L Morgan, F.R S. 6* 

The^Walter Scott Publishing Company, Limited, 

i 
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CONTOMPORArV SOIENOB SERIES— continued. 


THE ORIGINS OF INVENTION. By O. T. Mason. 

■* TIIE GROwfll OF THE BRAIN. By H. H. Donaldson. 

EVOLUTION^IN ART. By Prof. A. C. H addon, F.R.S. 

HALLUCINATIONS AND ILLUSIONS. By E. Parish. 6s. 

PSYCHOLOGY OF THE EMOTIONS. By Prof. Ribot. 6s. 

THE NEW PSYCHOLOGY. By Dr. E. W. Scripture. 6s. 

SLEEP: Its Physiology. By Marie dk ManaciHne. 

THE NATURAL HISTORY OF DIGESTION. By A. Lockhart 
Gii!lkspie, M.D., F.R.C.P. Ed., F.R.S. Ed. 6s. 

DEGENERACY: Its Causes, Signs, and J-Iesults. By Prcf 
0 Eugene S. Talbot, M.D., Chicago. 6s. 

THE HISTORY OF THE EUROPEAN FAUNA. By R. F. 
SciiARi'T, B.S#, Pii.D., F.Z.S. 6 s. 

Tin: RACES OF MAN. By J. Dkniker. 6s. 

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF RELIGION. By Prof. Star buck. 6s. 

THE CHILD. By Alexander Francis Chamberlain, M.A., Ph.D. 6s. 

THE MEDITERRANEAN RACE. By Prof. Sbrgi. 6s. 

TIIE STUDY OF RELIGION. By Morris Jastrow, J u:l, Ph. I ). 6s. 

HISTORY OF GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY. By Prof. 
Karl Allred von Zittkl, Munich, 6s. 

THL>MAKING OF CITIZENS: A Study in Comparauve Edpca- 
1 ion. By R. E. Hughes, M.A. 6s. % 

MORALS: A Treatise on the Psycuo-SociGLOGicAt. Bames op 
Ethics. By l’rof. G. L. Duprat. 6s. 

EARTHQUAKES, A STUDY OF KK<iKN r * By Prof. Charles 
Davison, D.Sc., F.G.S. 6s. 

NEW ADDITIONS. 

TIIE JEWS : A Study of Race and Environment? By Dk. 
MAURICE ! IS1IBERG. 6 oo pp. 142 Examples of Facial Types.. 6s. 

MODERN ORGANIC CHEMISTRY. By Dr. Charles A. Keane, 
m D.Sc., Ph.D., F.I.C. 6s. 

HYPNOTISM. By Dr. Albert Moll (Berlin). New and Enlarged 
Edition. 6s. # 

THE CRIMINAL New and Revised Up-to-date Edition. By 
Havelock Ellis. 6s. % 

The Walter Scott Publishing Company; I^MiiK^p, 

1 LONDON AND FELLING-ON-TYN& 



SPECIAL EDITION OF * 

The Canterbury Povets. 

Square 8 vo t Cloth , Gilt lop Elegant , Price 2s. 

Each Volume with a Frontispiece in Photogravure. 

CHRISTIAN YEAR. With Portrait of tfnhirtvebla. 

LONG FELLOW. With Purtrait of Longfellow. 

SI! El.LKY. With Portrait of Shelley. 

V ORDS WORTH. WItti Portrait of Wordsworth 
WHITTIER. With Portrait of Whitlu r. 

BURNS. Songs I With Portrait of Bains, and View of “The 
BURNS. Poems/ Auld Brig o'Doom" m 

KEATS. With Portrait of Keats. 

EMERSON. With Portrait of Emerson. 

SONNETS OP THIS CENTURY. Portrait of P. B. Mare tod 
WHITMAN With Poitrait of Whitman. 

LOVE LEI TERN OF A VIOLINIST Portrait ofcF.rlc Maokay. 
■SCOTT. lady of the Lake, I With Portrait of Sir Walter Scott, 
etc. > and View of “ The Silvas 

SCOTT. Marmion, etc. j Strand, Loch Katrine." 
•CHILDREN OF 1IIB POETS. With an Engining of “The 
Orphans," by Gainsborough. 

-SONNETS OF EUROPE. With Portrait of J A. Symonda. 

B VDNEY DOBELL. With Portrait of Sydney Dobell 
II ERRICK. With Portrait of Herrick. 

BALLADS AND RONDEAUS. Portrait of W. K. Henley. 
IRISH MINSTRELSY. With Portrait of Thomas Davis 
PARADISE LOST. With Portrait of Milton. 

FAIRY MUSIC. Engraving from Draw.ng by C. R. Brock 
GOLDEN TREASURY. With Engraving of Virgin Mother 
AMERICAN SONNETS. With Portrait of J. It. I.owell. 
IMITATION OF CHRIST, With Engraving, “Keen Homo." 
PAINTER POETS. With Portrait of Walter Crane. 

WOMEN POETS. With Portrait of Mrs. Browning. 

POEMS OF HON. RODEN NOEL, Portia.tof Hon. 11 NooL 
AMERICAN HUMOROUS VERSE. Portrait of Mark Twaul 
-SONGS OF FREEDOM. With Portrait of William Morris. 
SCOTTISH Mf NOR f POETS. With Portrait of R. TannahilL 
CONTEMPORARY SCOTTISH VERSE. With Portrait oft 
Robert Louis Stevenmn, 

c P ARADISE REGAINED. With PoHrait of Milton. 

CAVA LIER POETS. With Portrait of Suckling. 

HUMOROUS POEMS. With P.n tiait of Hood. 

HERBERT. With Portrait of Herbert. 

POE. With Portrait of Poe. 

■OWEN MEREDITH. With Portrait of late Lord Lytfcon. 

LOVE LYRICS. With Portrait of Raleigh. 

Q ERMA N BALLADS. With Portrait of Schiller. 

CAMPBELL. With Portrait of Campbell. 

CANADIAN POEMS. With View of Mount Stephen 
EARLY ENGLISH POETRY. With Portiait of Earl of Surrey. 
ALLAN RAMSAY, o With Portrait of Ram.say. 

SPENSER. With Portrait of Spenser. 


The Walter Scott Publishing Company. Liauied, 
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CIIATTEETON. With Engraving, M The Death of ChattdKonu* 
CQWPKR* With Portrait of Cow per. 

CHAUCKK With Portrait of Chaucer. •' 

COLERIDGE. With Portrait of Coleridge. 

POPE. With Portrait of Pope. 

BYRON. Miscellaneous\ Wlth p_ 

BYRON. Don Juan / Wlth Portr " ts of B y Ton - 
JACCmiTE SQNGifc With Portrait of Prince Charlie. 

BORDER BALLADS. With View of Neidpath Castle. 
AUSTRALIAN BALLADS. With Portrait of A. L. Gordon. 
HOGG. #V:th Pot trait of Hogg. 

GOLDSMITH. With Portrait of Goldsmith. 

MOORE. With Portrait of Moore. 

DORA ORE UNWELL. With Portrait of Dora QreenwelL 
BURCE. With Portrait of Blake. * 

POEMS OF NATURE. With Portrait of Andrew Lang. 

PRAED. With Portrait 
SOUTHEY. With Portrait 
HUGO. With Portrait. 

GOETIIE. WtriF Portrait. 

RERAN GBR. With Portrait 
HEINE. With Portrait. 

SKA MUSIC. With View of Corbltre Rocks, Jersey. 

SONG-TIDE. With Portrait of Philip Rourke Marston. 

LAD V OF LYONS. With Portrait of Eulwer Lytton. 
SHAKESPEARE: Songs and Sonnets. With Portrait 
BEN JONSON. With Portrait 
HORACE. With Portrait 
CRABBE. With Portiait. 

CRA DLE SONGS. With Engraving from Drawing by T. E. thAHa 
BALLADS OF SPORT. Do. do. 

M A TT1 (EW ARNOLD. With Portrait. 

AUSTIN’S DAYS OF THE YEAR With Portrait 
CLOUGH'S HOTHIR, and other Poems. With View. 
dHItOWNING’S Pippa Passes, etc. 'i 

BROWNING'S Biotin the ’Scatcheon, etc. V With Portrait 
BROWNING’S Dramatic Lyrics. / 

M A CK A VS LOVER’S MISSAL. With Portrait 
KIR KB WHITE’S POEMS. With Portrait. 

LYRA NICOTIAN A. With Portrait . 

AURORA LEIGH. With Portrait of E. B. Browmhg. 

N A v A L SONGS. With Portrait of Lord Nelson. 

TENNVSON: In Memorlam, Maud, etc. With Portrait 
TENNYSON: English Idyls, The Princess, eto. With View el 
1 Farringford House. 

WAR SONGS. With Portrait of Lord Roberta. 

JAMES THOMSON. With Portrait 
ALEXANDER SMITH. With Portrait 
PAUL VERLAINE. With Portrait 
CHARLES BAUDELAIRE. With Portrait 
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The Music Story "Series." 

A SEMES OF LITER ARY-MUSICAL MONOGRAPHS. 

Edited by FREDERICK *J. CROWEST, 

Autho* jpf ** .At Gre-t Ttp^-PoetB,*’ *' Musicians’ Wit a^d Humour^’’ etc. 

Illustrated with Photogravure and Collotype Portraits, Half-tone and Line 

Pictures, Facsimiles, etc. 

Squmre Crown 8vo, doth, %. 6d. net . 

VOLUMES NOW READY. 

THE STORY OF ORATORIO. By ANNIE W. HATTER 
SON, B. A., Mtis..Doe. " 

THE STORY OF NOTATION. By C F. AliDY WILLIAMS, 
M.A., Mus. Bac. 

THE STORY OF THE ORGAN. By C. F. ABDY 
WILLIAMS, M.A. 

THE STORY OF CHAMBER MUSIC. By N. KILBURN, 
Mus. Bac. (Cantab.). 

THE STORY OF THE VIOLIN. By PAUL STOEVING, 
Professor of the Violin, Guildhall School of Music, London. 

THE STORY OF THE HARP. By WILLIAM H. GRATTAN 
FLOOD, Mus. Doc. 

«■ . 

THE STORY OF ORGAN MUSIC. By C. F. ABDY 
WILLIAMS, M.A., Mus. Bac. 

THE STORY OF ENGLISH MUSIC (1604-1904): being the 
Worshipful Company Musicians’ Lectures. p # 

THE STORY OF MINSTRELSY. By EDMONDSTOUNK 
DUNCAN. 

THE STORY OF MUSICAL FORM. By CLARENCE 
LUCAS. 

THE STORY OF OPERA. By E. MARKHAM LEE, Mus 
Doc. 

LATEST ADDITIONS. 

O 

THE STORY OF T&E CAROL. By ED^ONDSTOUNE 
DUNCAN. f ‘ 

THE STORY OF THE BAGPIPE. By WILLIAM H. 
GRAT 1 AN FLOOD, Mus. Doc. 

* f‘ 
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